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Abstract 


The  purpose  of  this  study  was  to  evaluate  from  the 


perspective  of  group  behavior  the  reorganization  of 


Strategic  Air  Command *  (SAG-)  Civil  Engineering  Operations 


Branches  into  maintenance  work  groups.  The  study  had  three 


basic  objectives:  (1)  Evaluate  the  validity  and  the 


reliability  of  the  survey  instrument  used  in  the  study ( 


(2)  Evaluate  the  usefulness  of  a  theoretical  group  behavior 


model  as  a  group  behavior  measurement  tool.,  (3)  Compare  the 


job  related  attitudes,  group  characteristics,  group 


processes,  and  perceived  group  ef f ect iveness  within  a 


reorganized  Operations  Branch  to  the  job  related  attitudes, 


group  characteristics ,  group  processes,  and  perceived  group 


effectiveness  within  a  non -reorganized  Operations  Branch. 


The  study  resulted  in  the  validation  of  the  survey 


instrument  and  verification  that  the  theoretical  group 


behavior  model  could  be  used  as  a  group  behavior  measurement 


tool  in  the  field. 


The  reorganized  Operations  Branch  was  perceived  by  the 


survey  respondents  to  be  more  effective  and  to  have  better 


supervision  than  the  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch. 


No  significant  differences  in  job  related  attitudes,  group 


cohesion,  roles,  communication,  decision  making,  or  unit 


development  were  found  between  the  reorganized  Operations 


Branch  and  the  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch. 
Recommendations  made  as  a  result  of  these  findings  include: 
conduct  a  longitudinal  study  with  additional  bases  and 
collect  specific  production  measures  so  that  the  survey 
results  may  be  compared  and  verified  using  common  production 
measures. 

This  study  did  establish  a  foundation  on  which  an 
accurate  assessment  of  change  in  organizational  processes 
can  be  made.  The  validation  of  the  survey  instrument  and 
group  behavior  model  provides  that  foundation. 


EVALUATION  OF  CIVIL  ENGINEERING  WORK  GROUP  CHARACTERISTICS 

RESULTING  FROM  AN  OPERATIONS  BRANCH  REORGANIZATION 

I .  Introduction 

This  chapter  contains  a  general  background  on  the 
proposed  reorganization  of  an  Air  Force  Civil  Engineering 
Operations  Branch  and  a  description  of  the  group  behavior 
model  used  to  evaluate  this  reorgan  ization .  This  chapter1 
also  presents  the  specific  purpose  of  this  thesis  research 
project  by  providing  a  problem  statement  that  includes 
specific  research  objectives  and  questions.  The  final 
por  cion  of  this  chapter  consists  of  the  scope  and 
limitations  of  the  study,  assumptions,  and  definitions  of 
terms  frequently  used  in  the  research. 

B  a  cl;  ground 

Strategic  Air  Command  (SAC)  I,  as  recently  emphasize'.:  •  • 
major  Civil  Engineering  areas  of  interest .  The  first  jp  > 
of  interest  involves  the  organization  of  Civil  Eng  i  rieer  i.  rg 
Operations  Branches  into  maintenance  groups  that  will  be 
assigned  to  specific  geograph i ca 1  zones  on  each  base  (15:1). 
SAC  anticipates  that  making  maintenance  groups  responsible 
for  specific  zones  within  a  base  area  will  have  positive 
effects  on  productivity  of  the  work  force.  For  example, 
Peters  and  Austin,  authors  of  A.  Passion  For  Ejs.ce  .1  1  once , 


identified  a  significant  increase  in  many  organizations' 


production  quantity  and  product  quality  (27:278-281).  This 
increase  resulted  from  allowing  employees  to  become  more- 
responsible  for  the  end  product  by  assigning  equipment, 
systems,  or  facilities  to  the  i nd i v idua 1 s  or  groups.  SAC 
has  proposed  that  giving  an  employee  accountability  for  job 
accomplishment  instills  "a  feeling  of  ownership,”  thereby, 
’’promoting  pride,  professionalism,  and  individual  dignity" 

( 15: 2-3)  . 

A  second  area  of  Civil  Engineering  interest  is  ”  l  tin- 
maintenance]  or  [improvement  of]  wartime  capability  so  tna* 
a  civil  engineering  squadron  would  not  have  to  reorganize  t 
fight  on  the  first  day  of  war”  (15:3).  In  order  to 
investigate  these  areas  of  interest,  the  senior  engineering 
leadership  within  SAC  created  a  Special  Project  Team  with 
the  following  goal: 

.  .  . i n vest iga te  the  possibility  of  ipp lying  '  he 
ownership/account  ibi  1  1  tv  concept  to  tho  Cp-.-rat  i  n 
Branch  with  the  intention  of  increasing  prise  in: 
p  rof  ess  i  ori  a  1  i  sm  in  Gaily  activities  while  i  rnpr-sv  .  r.g 
our  ability  to  transition  to  a  -wartime  posture-  ( 

SAC’s  ability  to  achieve  this  goal  was  assessed ,  in 

part,  by  studying  an  Operations  Branch  which  has  been 

reorganized  into  maintenance  work  groups  arid  then  comparing 

it  to  an  Operations  Branch  which  has  not  been  reorganized. 

Jewell  and  Reitz,  authors  of  Group  Effectiveness  in 

QrgjLaj.satig.as,  state: 

"The  advantages  of  groups  in  accompl  i  slung 
objectives  are  attributable  to  the  greater  pool  of 
resources,  talents,  and  information  they  can  bring 
to  bear  compared  with  those  of  any  individual" 

(17:13). 


The  effectiveness  of  one  iroup  over  another  within  an 
organisation,  however,  can  be  expected  to  vary. 

The  degree  to  which  the  effectiveness  of  the  work 
groups  vary  can  be  measured  by  comparing  the  outcomes  of 
each  group.  Outcomes  are  the  products  or  processes  produced 
by  the  group,  such  as  job  orders  or  work  orders  but  may  also 
include  outcomes  such  as  group  cohesion.  The  differences  in 
group  outcomes  may  result  from  differences  in  variables  like 
group  characteristics  or  group  processes.  Jewell  and  Reitz 
proposed  a  method  for  modeling  the  relationship  between 
’’group  outcomes"  and  "determinants  of  group  outcomes”  and 
called  it  ”A  Model  of  Group  Behavior"  (17:141). 

Group  Outcomes  =  f ( IC , GC , GP , PE , 3E  )  (1) 

where:  IC  -  characteristics  of  individual  group 

members 

7/C  =  characteristics  of  the  group  as  a 
gr-up 

1?  -  group  •  uses 

PE  -  the  group's  physical  environment 

Sc  ••  the  group’s  social  environment 

Use  of  tills  model  as  a  tool  to  study  group  behavior  of  newly 
formed  work  groups  was  investigated  in  this  thesis. 

A  study  of  group  behavior  is  an  appropriate  step  to 
determine  if  the  proposed  reorganization  has  been  successful 
in  accomplishing  the  objectives  set  forth  by  the  Special 
Project  Team.  The  two  major  areas  of  emphasis  in  the  group 
behavior  portion  of  this  thesis  are  group  character  1 st  1  c- 
and  group  processes  and  are  discussed  in  the  literature 


rev  1 ew . 


The  precise  relationships  between  group  processes 
and  group  characteristic's  are  also  discussed  in  Chapter  II. 


Prob 1 em  Statement 

The  reorganization  of  SAC  Civil  Engineering  Operations 
Branches  was  proposed  as  a  method  to  improve  organizational 
productivity  and  effectiveness.  The  reorganization  may  also 
result  in  improved  individual  job  related  attitudes,  group 
behavior,  group  processes,  and  group  effectiveness,  The 
basic  problem  addressed  in  this  research  was  to  evaluate  the 
effect  of  the  Operations  Branch  reorganization  by  comparing 
individual  job  related  attitudes,  group  behavior,  group 
processes,  and  group  effectiveness  of  a  reorganized 
Operations  Branch  to  the  job  related  attitudes,  group 
behavior,  group  processes,  and  group  ef f ecti veness  of  a 
non-reorganized  Operations  Branch. 

In  addition  to  researching  the  intended,  as  wel 1  as 
unintended,  outcomes  in  individual  job  related  attitudes, 
group  behavior,  group  processes,  and  group  effectivenei..',  \ 
foundation  was  established  on  which  an  accurate  assessment 
of  change  in  organizational  processes  can  be  made. 
Measurement  instruments  were  developed  and  validated,  and 
factors  attributable  to  the  reorganization  were  examined. 


The  overall  objective 
a  study  being  conducted  by 
gathering  data  focusing  on 


of  this  research  was  to  expand 
a  SAC  Special  Project  Team  by 
the  area  of  group  behavior. 
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Specific  research  objectives  for  this  study  were  to: 

1.  Validate  the  measurement  instrument  used  by  the  SAC 

team . 

2.  Evaluate  the  usefulness  of  the  Jewell  and  Reitz 
group  behavior  model  as  a  group  behavior  measurement  tool. 

3.  Compare  the  job  related  attitudes  of  the  personnel 
(craftsmen,  foremen ,  superintendents ,  and  upper  level 
managers)  of  a  reorganized  Operations  Branch  to  the  job 

re 1  a ted  a tt i tudes  of  the  same  personnel  in  a  non-reorgani zed 
Operations  Branch. 

4.  Compare  the  group  characteristics  of  reorganized 
Operations  Branca  work  groups  to  the  group  characteristics 
of  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups. 

5.  Compare  the  group  processes  of  reorganized 
Operations  Branch  work  groups  to  the  group  processes  or' 
non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups. 

8.  Compare  the  of  fee  z  *  -'ones:;  'i  reorganize  i  •  a  .. r  •  ... 

Branch  work  groups  d*  ;i  th.  •  •  •  r'r‘oo  f  n.oo  :  n  r.  ••  • 

Operations  Branch  work  groups. 


2.  What  are  the  relationships  between  selected  group 
related  variables?  (Objective  1) 

3.  Is  the  Jewell  and  Reitz  group  behavior  model 
useful  to  model  and  measure  group  behavior  that  has  been 
operationalized  as  group  cohesion?  (Objective  2) 

4.  What  are  the  differences  in  job  related  attitudes 
between  reorganized  Operations  Branch  personnel  and 

non -reorgan i zed  Operations  Branch  personnel?  (Objective  0) 

5.  What  are  the  differences  in  group  characteristics 
between  reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups  and 
non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups?  (Objective  4) 

6.  What  are  the  differences  in  the  group  processes 
between  reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups  and 
non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups?  (Objective  5) 

7.  What  are  the  differences  in  the  effectiveness 
between  reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups  and 
non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups?  (Objective  d  ) 

Scope  and  Limitations  of  Study 

This  study  was  limited  to  the  evaluation  of  data 
obtained  from  two  northern  tier,  single  flying  wing,  SAC 
bases  during  the  research  period  of  March-Apri 1  1987.  Data 

were  collected  on  individual  job  attitudes,  group  behavior 
characteristics,  group  processes,  and  group  effectiveness. 
One  base  (Base  R)  was  selected  as  the  experimental  group 
since  it  was  scheduled  for  reorganization  during  the 


research  period. 


The  other  base  (Base  N)  was  selected  as 


the  control  group  because  it  was  not  scheduled  for 
reorganization,  but  was  similar  to  Base  R  in  size,  location 
and  mission. 


The  following  assumptions  were  made  in  this  research: 

1.  The  two  bases  represent  comparable  SAC  bases. 

2.  Any  differences  in  survey  results  are  likely  to  be 
a  function  of  individual  differences  of  the  two  rase  Civil 
Engineering  organizations. 

3.  Existing  differences  in  Operations  Brinch 
effectiveness  between  the  two  bases  are  caused  by  variances 
in  group  characteristics  and  group  processes. 


Def ini t ions 

The  following  terms  are  used  frequently  throughout  thi 
thesis  and  are  defined  as  follows: 


Group  -  Ail  the  personnel  that  report  to  the  sam-  • 
supervisor. 


Group  Cohesiveness 


’’The  strong  attraction  to  trie  g  r :  •  i  p  n 
its  members’’  (17:5). 


Group  Effectiveness  -  Degree  to  which  the  group 

accomplishes  the  tasks  that  it  is 
assigned  to  accomplish  (30:42). 

Group  Processes  -  Processes,  such  as  communications  and 

decision-making,  which  take  lu.ice  within 
the  group. 

"Get  of  expected  behavior  patterns 
attributed  to  someone  occupying  a 
given  position  in  a  [group]”  (p.':.-.72). 


Group  Roles 


The  reorganization  of  Civil  Engineering  uperation:; 


Branches  appears  to  be  at  least  one  solution  for  increasing 
or  improving  organizational  effectiveness.  The  purpose  of 
this  thesis  research  project  is  to  analyze  the  proposed 
reorganization  of  Operations  Branches  into  maintenance  work 
groups  using  the  perspective  of  group  behavior.  Chapter  II 
provides  a  review  of  group  behavior  literature  to  provide 
better  insight  into  the  effects  of  individual  attitudes, 
group  characteristics,  group  processes,  and  group 
effectiveness  on  an  Air  P'orce  organization  made  up  of  work 
groups . 
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A  detailed  literature  review  was  conducted  to  further 
the  understanding  of  the  effects  of  individual  attitudes, 
group  characteristics,  group  processes,  and  group 
ef f ect i veness  on  organizational  group  behavior.  Specific 
attention  was  focused  on  the  use  of  the  Jewell  and  Reitz 
Model  of  Group  Behavior  as  a  measurement  tool  for  evaluating 
differences  between  a  reorganized  Operations  Branch  and  a 
non-reorganized  Operations  Branch.  In  addition,  the 
applicability  of  the  model  in  an  actual  field  setting  was 
examined . - 


group 


Model 


Jewell  and  Reitz  developed  their  group  behavior  model 
for  the  purpose  of  studying  and  modeling  the  re  1  at ionsh i ps 
of  group  behavior  in  organizational  settings  (17:141).  Thr 
group  behavior  model  proposed  by  Jewell  and  Reitz  is: 


Group  Outcomes  =  f ( IC , GC , GP , PE , SE  )  (1 

where:  IC  =  characteristics  of  individual  group 

members 

GC  =  characteristics  of  the  group  as  a 
group 

GP  -  group  processes 

PE  =  the  group’s  physical  environment 
SE  -  the  group's  social  environment 


For  the  purpose  of  this  research,  the  groups’  physical 
environment  was  not  studied.  No  data  were  collected  for  the 
physical  environment  variable  because  the  group  members  in 


an  Operations  Branch  typically  work  in  a  dispersed  mode 
throughout  a  large  area.  The  Jewell  and  Reitz  group 
members,  in  contrast,  worked  in  relatively  close  physical 
proximity  to  one  another.  Except  for  this  single  exception, 
the  Jewell  and  Reitz  model  was  followed  exactly. 

Group  Outcomes .  Jewell  and  Reitz  refered  to  group 
outcomes  as  e»ither  external  or  internal.  "External  outcomes 
are  products  or  processes  produced  for  or  directed  toward 
the  group’s  environment"  (17:142).  For  this  research,  the 
environment  is  identified  as  the  Air  Force  base  for  which 
the  Operations  Branch  is  responsible.  The  products  that  the 
Operations  Branch  personnel  must  produce  include  completed 
work  orders,  job  orders,  and  recurring  maintenance  work 
(boilers,  airconditioning  systems,  heating  systems,  and 
other  systems  for  which  maintenance  is  accomplished  on  a 
recurring  basis). 

"Internal  outcomes  are  products  or  processes  produced 
for ,  or  d i rec ted  toward,  the  group  itself,  or  one  or  more  of 
its  members”  (17:142).  The  products  include  satisfaction 
with  the  group  or  its  leader,  internal  influence,  and 
cohesion.  Cohesion  is  also  an  independent  variable  and  is 
classified  in  this  research  as  a  group  characteristic. 

Determinants  q£.  Group  Outcomes 

Group  Hember  Characteristics.  The  characteristics  of 
group  members  (skills,  abilities,  and  knowledge),  often  have 


a  measurable  effect  on  a  group's  performance.  Groups 


consisting  of  members  with  higher  skills,  abilities,  or 
knowledge,  often  out-perform  groups  that  have  members  with 
lower  skills,  abilities,  or  knowledge  (19:107-110). 

Internal  outcomes,  such  as  cohesion,  satisfaction  with 
group,  and  conformity,  can  also  be  affected  by  individual 
characteristics  (intelligence,  sex,  and  personality).  The 
literature  suggests  that  the  more  intelligent  an  individual 
is,  the  more  willing  that  individual  is  to  listen  to 
differing  viewpoints,  but  not  necessarily  to  accept  them. 
Intelligent  individuals  also  "tend  to  be  more  active  and 
popular”  (17:143). 

The  ’’importance  of  knowing  the  sex  composition  of  the 
group  in  order  to  predict  behavior”  (16:201-203)  has  been 
demonstrated  in  many  studies  over  the  past  47  years.  In 
studies  conducted  by  N.  P.  Mukerji,  1940,  Germaine  de 
Hontmol  1  in,  1952,  and  Raymond  B.  Cattell  and  Edwin  l.awson, 
1962,  similar  conclusions  were  made.  In  all  three  studies, 
the  researchers  found  that  there  can  be  a  measurable 
difference  in  the  task  completion  efficiency,  problem 
solving  techniques,  and  negotiation  skills  between  males  and 
females.  The  researchers  concluded  that  the  differences  in 
task  completion  efficiency,  problem  solving  techniques,  and 
negotiation  skills  are  not  only  associated  with  the  physical 
differences  of  the  two  sexes,  but  are  also  associated  with 
the  social  differences  of  the  two  sexes  (12:86-116, 

16:201).  Knowing  a  work  group’s  sexual  composition  may  help 
to  explain  why  that  particular  work  group  makes  the  decision 


it  does  and  why  it  may  be  more  or  less  effective  than 
another  work  group. 

The  personalities  of  individual  group  members  may 
sometimes  contribute  to  the  group’s  performance.  One  might 
expect  personnel  that  are  better  adjusted,  less  anxious, 
more  dependable,  and  more  socially  sensitive,  would 
generally  increase  the  effectiveness  of  the  group.  The 
effects  of  the  individual  persona  1 i ties  of  group  members  can 
often  be  associated  with  the  cohesion  of  the  group  (17:14*1). 

The  impact  and  importance  of  the  individual  within  an 
organization  was  vividly  demonstrated  in  studies  conducted 
at  the  Western  Electric  plant  in  Hawthorne,  Illinois.  While 
individuals  had  previously  been  considered  by  employers  and 
some  researchers  as  passive,  relatively  simple  creatures, 
who  o”'.ly  performed  their  tasks  for  monetary  rewards, 
individuals  within  that  Western  Electric  facility  were  found 
to  be  distinct,  complex  persons  who  were  not  strictly 
motivated  by  monetary  factors  (11:154). 

Group  Characteristics.  Group  characteristics  include 
those  characteristics  which  are  a  part  of  group  composition 
and  those  characteristics  which  are  a  part  of  group 
structure . 

Group  Composition .  Factors  of  group  composition, 
a  group  characteristic,  include  homogeneity  and 
compatibility  (17:145).  Homogeneity  is  the  extent  to  which 
members'  individual  characteristics  such  as  sex,  age,  race, 
abilities,  or  other  traits  are  similar.  Group  behaviorists 
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M.  E.  Shaw,  Daniel  Katz,  and  Robert  L. .  Kahn,  all  agree  that 
the  more  homogeneous  a  group  is,  the  more  likely  it  is  to  be 
cohesive  (18:126,  29).  Behaviorists  M  .  E.  Shaw  and  Herbert 
H.  Blumberg,  et  al. ,  indicated,  however,  that  the  advantages 
of  a  heterogeneous  group  over  a  homogeneous  group  may 
include  the  group’s  ability  to  generally  perform  a  greater 
variety  of  tasks  well  since  the  group  members  possess  a 
greater  variety  of  skills  and  abilities  (2:92,  29). 

Compatibility  is  the  manner  in  which  members  of  the 
same  group  are  able  to  interact  in  a  cooperative  manner 
(35:229).  Research  generally  supports  the  hypothesis  that 
compatible  groups  are  more  productive  than  incompatible 
groups  and  members  of  compatible  groups  are  more  satisfied 
with  their  job  situation  than  are  members  of  incompatible 
groups  (2:91). 

Group  Structure .  Group  characteristics  related  to 
group  structure  include  cohesiveness,  roles,  and  size. 

Cohesiveness.  Cohesiveness  may  influence 
more  internal  and  external  outcomes  than  any  other  group 
characteristic  (17:144).  The  cohesiveness  of  a  group  may 
not  only  affect  group  outcomes,  but  may  also  affect  the 
attitudes  of  the  individual  group  members  (4:105,  18:423, 

26:521).  As  an  individual’s  attitude  improves,  one  may 
expect  that  the  overall  performance  of  the  individual,  as 
well  as  the  group,  may  also  improve.  Katz  and  Kahn 
explained  this  correlation  when  they  stated: 
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The  great  advantage  of  the  cohesive  group  is  that, 
its  members  can  find  in  group  responsibility  and 
group  achievement  satisfaction  for  their 
individual  needs  for  self-expression  and 
self-determination,  as  well  as  affiliation 
( 18:423). 

Capt  Brian  S.  Smith,  in  his  thesis  entitled  "An 
Assessment  of  Work  Group  Cohesion  and  Productivity,”  found 
numerous  factors  which  could  be  attributed  to  an  employee’s 
job  attitude  and  the  cohesiveness  of  the  work  group  (31:8). 
Several  authors  have  prepared  lists  of  variables  tnat 
influence  cohesiveness,  however,  there  are  certain  variable 
which  reappear  throughout  the  literature.  These  variables 
include:  interdependence ,  supervisor  influence, 

participation  in  goal  setting,  group  size,  similarities, 
communication,  work  group  tenure,  and  rewards  from  group 
membership  (11,17,28,31). 

Interdependence  is  the  degree  to  which  the 
accomplishment  of  one  task  depends  on  the  accomplishment  of 
another  task  (31:3).  For  example,  if  one  worxer  requires 
the  assistance  of  another  worker  to  complete  a  job, 
communication  between  the  workers  may  increase  as  the 
dependence  of  one  worker  on  the  other  worker  increases. 

This  increase  in  communication  often  leads  to  an  increase  i 
the  cohesiveness  of  the  group  to  which  the  communicators 
belong.  Acceptance  and  agreement,  by  group  members,  of  a 
common  goal  and  the  action  required  to  accomplish  that  goal 
has  been  refered  to  as  cooperative  interdependence  (4:100). 
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The  relationship  between  a  supervisor  and  a  worker  can 
contribute  to  the  cohesion  of  the  group  in  either  a  positive 
or  negative  manner.  Positive  influences  on  group  cohesion 
may  result  when  the  worker-supervisor  relationship  is 
positive  and  when  the  supervisor  is  trusted  by  the 
subordinates  (36:155).  It  is  also  possible,  however,  for 
positive  influences  on  group  cohesion  to  result  from  a 
negative  worker-supervisor  relationship.  In  this  type  of 
case,  workers  who  experience  a  negative  relationship  with 
their  supervisor  may  become  more  cohesive  with  one  another 
as  a  method  of  shielding  themselves  from  pressures  which  may 
arise  from  the  negative  relationship  (11:369). 

Negative  worker-supervisor  relationships  may  also 
result  in  negative  influences  on  group  cohesion.  Workers 
that  become  dissatisfied  as  a  result  of  the  negative 
relationship  may  withdraw  from  the  group,  thus  reducing  the 
cohesion  which  may  have  previously  existed.  Once  trie 
dissatisfied  worker  leaves  the  group,  however,  cohesion  may 
increase  (36:155). 

Participative  goal  setting  enables  group  members  to 

become  more  involved  in  the  establishment  of  work  group 

objectives  (31:13).  What  effect  does  participative  goal 

setting  have  on  the  cohesiveness  of  a  group? 

Stephen  P.  Robbins  stated  that: 

. . .although  participative  goals  may  have  no 
superiority  over  [management]  assigned  goals  when 
acceptance  is  taken  as  a  given,  participation  does 
increase  the  probability  that  difficult  goals  will 
be  agreed  to  and  acted  upon  (28:36). 


Such  an  agreement  between  group  members  has  also  been 
refered  to  as  cohesion  (28:35). 

Group  member  similarity  not  only  refers  to  the  degree 
to  which  group  member  characteristics  are  similar,  but  also 
to  the  degree  to  which  group  member  interests  and  attitudes 
are  similar  (31:18).  Cartwright  and  Zander,  in  their  study 
of  the  nature  of  group  cohesiveness  found  that  the  greater 
the  similarity  among  group  members,  the  greater  the 
attraction  of  the  members  to  the  group  (4:99).  Capt  Smith, 
however,  found  that  similarities  in  certain  areas,  such  as 
uniformity  in  age,  was  not  necessarily  positively  related  to 
cohesion  (31:78).  The  lack  of  empirical  evidence  that  would 
allow  for  a  conclusion  to  be  reached  on  the  nature  of  the 
simi larity-cohesiveness  relationship  provides  support  for 
the  continued  research  of  this  relationship. 

Work  group  tenure  is  the  length  of  time  that  a  member 
has  been  a  part  of  his  or  her  work  group.  One  may  expect 
that  the  longer  that  members  in  a  particular  group  have  been 
together,  the  more  familiar  they  are  with  one  another,  the 
better  they  understand  each  other’s  strengths  and 
weaknesses,  and  thus,  the  greater  the  cohesiveness  of  their 
group.  Group  tenure  studies  conducted  by  Greene  and 
Schriesheim  in  1980  and  Deep,  Bass,  and  Vaughan  in  1967  both 
resulted  in  the  conclusion  that  group  tenure  and  group 
cohesiveness  are  positively  related  (7,14). 

Rewards  from  group  membership  is  the  perception  that 
membership  in  the  group  enables  the  employee  to  accomplish 
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something  significant,  resulting  in  the  receipt  of  some  type 

of  reward  (i.e.,  pay,  promotion,  or  respect)  (31:26).  The 

work  group  member  that  perceives  a  receipt  of  high  rewards 

fro*  the  group  may  improve  his  or  her  efforts  within  the 

group,  thereby  increasing  the  cohesiveness  of  the  work 

group.  As  Cartwright  and  Zander  stated: 

A  person's  actual  attraction  to  the  group  may  be 
expected  to  depend  upon  the  magnitude  of  the 
rewards  or  costs  afforded  by  the  group  but  also 
upon  his  assessment  of  the  likelihood  that  he  will 
in  fact  experience  them  as  a  result  of  membership. 
Attraction  to  group  depends,  then,  upon  the 
expected  value  of  the  outcomes  linked  to 
membership  (4:96). 

The  list  of  variab  les  presented  earlier  that  influence 
cohesiveness  also  included  group  size  and  communication. 

The  influence  of  these  two  variables  on  group  cohesiveness 
have  not  been  ignored,  but  have  been  discussed  in  separate 
sections.  Group  size  is  discussed  in  the  group  structure 
section  of  this  literature  review  and  communication  is 
discussed  in  the  group  process  section. 

Roles.  There  are  certain  consistent 
attitudes  and  behaviors  which  the  individual  occupying  i 
specific  position  within  an  organization  is  expected  to 
exhibit.  These  attitudes  and  behaviors  have  been  refex-ed  t,_ 
as  role  identity  (28:72). 

Role  perception  is  the  way  an  individual  perceives  that 
he  or  she  is  to  act  in  a  particular  situation,  while  role 
expectations  is  how  other  people  think  that  individual 
should  act  in  the  same  situation  (28:73).  In  some  cases, 
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the  role  of  an  individual  may  be  identified  differentl 
the  i ndi v idual  occupying  the  role  than  by  other  people 
either  inside  or  outside  the  group. 

Differences  between  role  perception  and  role 
expectation  produces  role  conflict  according  to  Daniel 
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and  Robert  L.  Kahn.  In  their  discussion,  they  reported  that 
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the  presence  of  role  conflict  often  leads  to  conflicts  that 
can  be  associated  with  "anxiety,  tension,  3nd  reduced 
effectiveness”  (18:220-221).  The  manner  in  which  an 
individual  resolves  these  role  conflicts  and  the  resultant 
behavior  patterns  that  an  individual  adopts  have  been  shown 
to  contribute  to  the  effectiveness  of  his  or  her  work  group 
(17:21-22,  28:74-75). 

An  organizational  role  system,  the  pattern  of  roles 
which  exist  in  an  organization,  developes  through  a  process 
which  entails  discovering  the  expectations  of  others, 
accepting  the  expectations,  and  taking  action  consistent 


with  the  expectations  (17:22,  18:188).  When  a  particular 

role  system  changes,  as  would  be  expected  to  occur  as  a 
result  of  the  Civil  Engineering  Operations  Branch 
reorganization,  individual  role  perceptions  and  expectations 
also  change  (17:22).  An  individual  unsure  of  his  or  her  new 
role,  may  revert  to  the  same  role  he  or  she  occupied  in  the 
previous  role  system  until  a  new  role  is  established. 

Size.  Cummins  and  King  in  their  study 


entitled  "The  Interaction  of  Group  Size  and  Task  Structure 
in  an  Industrial  Organization"  stated  that: 


From  a  manager’s  viewpoint,  group  size  and  task 
structure  are  the  two  determinants  of  group 
behavior  most  directly  under  his  control... 

(6:87). 

They  concluded  that  for  highly  structured  tasks  there  is  a 
positive  relationship  between  the  group  size  and 
productivity  relationship,  but  for  relatively  less 
structured  tasks  there  was  neither  a  positive  or  negative 
relationship  between  group  size  and  productivity.  Cummins 
and  King  also  determined  that  the  size  of  the  group  appears 
to  have  an  inverse  effect  on  group  cohesiveness  (6:87-92). 

Manners  investigated  the  relationship  of  group  size, 
group  problem  solving,  and  member  consensus  and  found  that. 

42  percent  of  the  variance  in  group  performance  could  be 
accounted  for  by  group  size  (22:715).  Manners  also  found, 
as  did  Cummings,  Huber,  and  Arendt  that  if  the  quality  of  a 
group  solution  is  the  most  important  factor,  then  the  group 
should  be  composed  of  seven  to  twelve  members  and  if  the 
degree  of  consensus  is  the  most  important  factor,  then  the 
group  should  be  composed  of  three  to  five  members  (5,  22). 
These  studies  indicate  that  there  is  a  definite  relationship 
between  group  size  and  group  effectiveness. 

In  general,  the  literature  suggests  that  the  structural 
characteristics  of  a  group  are  related  to  the  behaviors 
observed  and  measured  within  the  group  in  addition  to  the 
measures  of  group  performance.  Structural  characteristics 
of  a  group  are  therefore  included  in  this  thesis  research 


project . 
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l:_  Group  processes  refer  bo  the  manner 


in  which  a  group  communicates,  influences  members,  makes 
decisions,  cooperates,  and  competes  (17:147).  Jewell  and 
Reitz  propose  that  the  two  group  processes  of  communication 
and  decision  making  are  expected  to  have  the  greatest 
influence  on  group  outcomes.  Further  investigation  into  the 
validity  of  this  assumption  was  conducted  in  this  research 
project . 

Communication .  Nord  acknowledged  the  critical 
need  for  good  communication  between  organization  members 
when  he  stated: 

"Communication  is  crucial  to  organizations.  Only 
through  information  transmission  can  the  efforts 
of  people  be  coordinated  so  that  the  organization 
can  respond  effectively  to  its  environment” 

(26:471 ) . 

Katz  and  Kahn  also  recognized  the  importance  of  good 
communication  and  stated  that  ’’[communication]  is  the  very 
essence  of  a  social  system  or  an  organization"  (18:428). 

Effective  group  communication  generally  contributes 
positively  to  the  cohesiveness  of  that  group.  Lott  and  Lott 
found  that  a  positive  relationship  between  cohesion  and 
communication  is  possible  even  in  a  neutral  atmosphere,  as 
long  as  there  are  opportunities  available  for  oral 
communication  (21:262). 

The  literature  suggests  that  communication  is  a  vital 
factor  in  the  way  in  which  a  group  operates,  and  offers  a 
better  understanding  of  the  communication  process  in  groups. 


The  other  group  process  factor  which  was  studied  in  this 


thesis  is  the  decision  making  process. 

Decision  Making .  The  decision  making  process 
affects  the  external  outcomes  of  a  group.  The  advantages  of 
group  decision  making  over  individual  decision  making 
include  increased  acceptance  of  proposed  solutions  by  the 
group,  availability  of  a  wider  knowledge  base,  and 
availability  of  more  information  from  which  a  solution  may 
be  selected  (28:107-108).  Disadvantages  include  time 
consumption,  pressures  to  conform,  and  ambiguous 
responsibility  (28:108). 

The  actual  steps  taken  in  the  decision  making  process 
appear  to  be  similar  for  individuals  and  groups  alike. 
Robbins  developed  an  "Optimizing  Decision  Model”  for 
individual  decision  making,  consisting  of  the  following 
steps : 

1.  Ascertain  the  need  for  a  decision. 

2.  Identify  the  decision  criteria. 

3.  Allocate  weights  to  the  criteria. 

4.  Develop  the  alternatives. 

5.  Evaluate  the  alternatives. 

6.  Select  the  best  alternative  (28:58). 

The  steps  in  the  group  decision  making  process  have  been 
identified  by  Nobel  prize  winner  Herbert  A.  Simon  as: 

1.  Identify  the  problem. 

2.  Develop  several  alternatives. 


3. 


Evaluate  and  select  best  alternative. 


4.  Review  results  (13:35). 

Simon’s  and  Robbins'  decision  making  steps  do  not 
appear  to  be  substantially  different,  although  the  way  in 
which  a  group  conducts  each  decision  making  step  is  likely 
to  be  different  from  the  way  in  which  an  individual  conducts 
each  step.  Perhaps  the  biggest  difference  between  group  and 
individual  decision  making  is  that  ”A  cohesive  group  of 
individuals  sharing  a  common  fate  exerts  even  greater 
pressures  toward  conformity"  (18:514).  This  type  of 
conformity  may  be  good  in  some  cases,  however,  in  a  case 
where  the  group  decision  is  wrong  (e.g.,  guilty  verdict  by  a 
jury  for  a  non-guilty  person),  the  decision  can  be  extremely 
detriments  1 . 
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The  choice  of  whether  to  use  an  individual  or  a  group 
to  do  the  decision  making  will  depend  on  the  situation  or 


type  of  problem  to  be  solved  and  the  time  available  in  which 
to  make  the  decision  (28:107-111).  The  advantages  and 
disadvantages  of  either  approach  must  be  weighed  by  the 
supervisor  prior  to  beginning  the  decision  making  process. 
groUE la,  Social  Environment .  The  group’s  social 


environment  consists  of  the  reward  system  and  goals  within 


the  group.  Jewell  and  Reitz  outlined  the  results  of  the 
reward  system  in  the  following  manner: 


Within  the  group,  systems  by  which  members  share 
relatively  equally  in  group  rewards  tend  to 
promote  cooperation  and  cohesion.  Systems  by 
which  members  are  rewarded  differentially,  with 
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entitled  ”0n  the  Folly  of  Rewarding  A,  While  Hoping  for  B " 
(33:55-63,  34:270-284). 

Job  satisfaction  is  defined  as  the  attitude  that  an 
individual  has  toward  his  or  her  job  (23:303).  Robert  C. 
Beck  studied  the  relationship  of  job  satisfaction  to 
performance  and  cone  1 uded  that  the  Lawler- Porter  hypothesis 
that:  ’’Performance  which  leads  to  rewards  produces 

satisfaction  with  the  work  and  the  expectation  that  future 
performance  will  also  lead  to  rewards”  (1:392)  is  valid. 
Thus,  good  performance  may  lead  to  high  job  satisfaction 
rather  than  high  job  satisfaction  lead  to  good  performance. 

The  lack  of  empirical  evidence  in  the  literature  seems 
to  support  the  need  for  additional  study  of  the 
a tt i tude-behav ior  relationship.  For  this  reason,  a  study  o 
this  relationship  was  included  in  this  thesis  research  in 
hopes  of  finding  additional  information  that  may  support-  r  h 
attitude-behavior  relationship  described  by  Rcbbins. 

Ef  £.sffi.ti.y-snqt&s. 

The  effectiveness  of  a  group  is  the  degree  to  which  th 
group  accomplishes  the  tasks  that  it  is  assigned  to 
accomplish.  Sink  identified  three  criteria  needed  to 
evaluate  a  group’s  degree  of  effectiveness: 

1.  Quality:  Did  we  do  the  ’’right”  things 

according  to  predetermined  specifications? 

Quantity:  Did  we  get  all  of  the  ’’right” 

things  done? 


2. 
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3.  Timeliness:  Did  we  get  the  ’’right”  things 

done  on  time?  (30:42) 

The  following  equation  can  be  used  to  measure  effectiveness: 


output  planned 

Effectiveness  is  therefore  a  measure  of  organizational  or 
group  performance,  based  on  the  outputs  of  the  organization 
or  group  being  measured  (19:96,  30:42). 


Based  on  the  literature  reviewed  in  this  chapter, 
hypotheses  were  developed  for  the  research  questions  listed 


in  Chapter  I. 


#1 .  What  are  the  psychometric 


qualities  of  the  survey  used  by  SAC  to  assess  individual  and 
group  effects  of  the  Operations  Branch  reorganization? 

Hypothesis  1.1.  The  reliability  and  validity  of 
the  survey  will  be  sufficient  to  substantiate  use  of  the 
survey . 

Research  Question  #2 .  What  are  the  relationshi ps 
between  selected  group  related  variables? 

Hypothesis  2.1.  There  is  a  significant,  negative 
correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  group  size. 

Hypothesis  2.2.  There  is  a  significant,  positive 
correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  job  satisfaction. 

Hypothesis  2.3.  There  is  a  significant,  positive 
correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  supervision. 


There  is  a  significant,  positive 


Hypothesis  £. 4. 

correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  job  position  tenure. 

Hypothesis  2.5.  There  is  a  significant,  positive 
correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  group  effectiveness. 

Hypothesis  2.6.  There  is  relatively  no 
correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  roles. 

Hypothesis  2.7.  There  is  a  significant,  positive 
correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  communication. 

Research  Question  #3 .  Is  the  Jewell  and  Reitz  group 
behavior  model  useful  to  model  and  measure  group  behavior 
that  has  been  operationalized  as  group  cohesion? 

Hypothesis  3.1.  The  Jewell  an  Reitz  group 
behavior  model  will  account  for  a  significant  amount  of 
variability  in  group  cohesion. 

Research  Question  #4 .  What  are  the  differences  in  job 
related  attitudes  between  reorganized  Operations  Branch 
personnel  and  non-rsorganized  Operations  Branch  personnel? 

H.ypothes i s  4.1.  The  job  related  attitude 
responses  of  the  reorganized  Operations  Branch  personnel  are 
significantly  higher  than  the  job  related  attitude  responses 
of  the  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  personnel. 

Research  Question  5 .  What  are  the  differences  in 
group  characteristics  between  reorganized  Operations  Branch 
work  groups  and  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work 
groups? 

Hypothesis  5.1.  The  group  cohesion  of  the 
reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups  is  significantly 


higher  than  the  group  cohesion  of  the  non-reorganized 


Operations  Branch  work  groups. 

Hypothesis  5.2.  There  is  no  significant 
difference  in  roles  between  the  reorganized  Operations 
Branch  work  groups  and  the  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch 
work  groups. 

Research  Question  6 .  What  are  the  differences  in  the 
group  processes  between  reorganized  Operations  Branch  work 
groups  and  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups? 

Hypothesis  6.1.  The  communication, 
responsibility,  and  independence  levels  are  significantly 
higher  in  the  reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups  than 
in  the  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups. 

Research  Question  **7 .  What  are  the  differences  in  the 
perceived  effectiveness  between  reorganized  Operations 
Branch  work  groups  and  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch 
work  groups? 


Hypothesis  7,1.  The  perceived  group  effectiveness 
is  significantly  higher  for  the  reorganized  Operations 
Branch  work  groups  than  the  non-reorganized  Operations 
Branch  work  groups. 

Summarx 

The  current  literature  seems  ho  indicate  that  a 
measurable  difference  between  the  group  behaviors  and 
perception  of  effectiveness  of  reorganized  work  groups  and 
non-reorganized  work  groups  can  be  expected  as  a  result  of 
the  Operations  Branch  reorganization.  The  literature  also 
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provides  the  means,  in  the  form  of  a  group  behavior  model, 
by  which  the  differences  in  group  behavior  can  be  measured. 

Chapter  III  discusses  the  procedures  used  to  validate 
the  survey  instrument  used  to  gather  group  behavior  data, 
evaluate  the  group  behavior  model’s  usefulness  as  a  group 
behavior  measurement  tool,  and  measure  the  differences  in 
group  behavior  between  a  reorganized  Operations  Branch  and  a 
non-reorganized  Operations  Branch. 
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I_I  I  .  M et h od olog  v 

This  chapter  describes  the  methodology  used  to 
accomplish  the  research  objectives,  answer  the  research 
questions,  and  evaluate  the  hypotheses  listed  in  Chapter 
and  II.  Included  in  this  chapter  is  a  discussion  of  the 
populations  and  samples  from  which  the  data  were  collect 
the  instrument  used  to  collect  the  data,  the  procedures 
to  process  the  data,  and  the  computer  programs  and 
statistical  tests  used  to  analyse  the  data. 

Popu 1 ation 

The  population  of  interest  in  this  research  consist 
all  United  States  Air  Force  Civil  Engineering  Operations 
Branch  personnel  within  Strategic  Air  Command  (SAC).  Th 
population  is  limited  to  SAC  Civil  Engineering  personnel 
because  SAC  is  the  command  in  wtiicn  trie  r».vr.;  »n*.- 
being  conducted. 

According  to  HQ  SrtC/DERI  and  Air-  Force  manpower 
authorization  figures,  the  SAC  popu  i  at  ion  consists  r  . 
personnel.  The  population  count  includes  all  permanent 
civilian  and  military  personnel  who  work  within  SAC  Civi 
Engineering  Operations  Branches. 

Sample 

The  sample  from  which  the  data  was  col lected  for  th 


research  consists  of  420  authorized  Civil  Engineering 


Operations  Branch  personnel  at  Base  R  and  342  authorized 
Civil  Engineering  Operations  Branch  personnel  at  Base  N.  A 
total  sample  size  of  368  personnel  was  required  to  allow  for 
a  95  confidence  level  percent  according  to  the  following 
f ormu la  ( 8  ) : 

Nzep( 1-p ) 

n  -  -  (  3  ) 

(N-l  ) de  +  zEp ( 1-p) 

where:  n  =  sample  size 

N  -  population  size  (8355) 
p  =  maximum  sample  size  factor  (0.5) 
d  =  desired  tolerance  (0.05) 
z  =  factor  of  assurance  for  95  percent 
confidence  level  (1.96) 

A  survey  return  rate  of  only  24  percent  was  obtained.  With 
181  total  surveys  returned  (52  from  Base  R  and  129  from  Base 
N),  a  maximum  confidence  level  of  90  percent  was  met. 

Survey  Instrument 

A  survey  questionnaire,  consisting  of  two  parts,  was 
used  to  collect  data  for  this  research  project.  The  purpose 
of  part  one  was  to  collect  data  in  the  areas  of  individual 
job  attitudes,  group  characteristics,  group  processes,  and 
individual  demographics.  The  purpose  of  part  two  was  to 
collect  data  in  the  areas  of  group  characteristics,  group 
processes,  individual  job  satisfaction,  group  size,  group 
tenure,  and  group  effectiveness. 


Table  I 


Variables  Assessed  in  Survey  -  Pa 


Vanab  le 


Def ini bion 


Achievement 


Feelings  of  accomplishment 


Assignment  Locality 


Desirability  of  current  assignment 


Comm i tment 


Belief  in  importance  of  AF  mission 


Communication 


Free-flowing  dialogue 


Concern  for  Individual  Belief  that  management  cares 


Confidence  in  Mgt 


Belief  in  commander's  capaDility 


Contribution 


Individual  has  value,  impact. 


Group  Cohesion 


Compatibility,  cooperation 


Identification 


Member  of  special  group  or  unit 


Independence 


Chance  to  work  autonomously 


Interest 


Work  compatible  with  personal  need 


Job  Satisfaction 


Satisfaction  with  current  job 


Org  Effectiveness 


Optimal  productivity 


Pay ,  Benef i ts 


Continued  financial  sec  ur  i  ’  / 


Personal  Development 


Opportunity  f  or  so  1 f  -  f u 1 f i 1 i me n - 


Promotion  Opportunity 


Promotion  attainable 


Recognition 


Credit  for  work  wel i  done 


Responsibi 1 ity 


Responsible  for  actions,  decision: 


Supervision 


Supervisor's  capability 


Unit  Development 


Organizational  quality 


Util ization 


Use  of  abilities,  training 


Working  Conditions 


Nature  of  immediate  work  area 


Work  Life 


Quality  of  work  life 


(Variables  and  Definitions  from  9:1-4) 


The  first  part  of  the  survey,  the  Organizational 
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Climate  Survey  ( OCS )  ,  consists  of  130  questions  and  was 
developed  by  HQ  USAF  DCS/Manpower  and  Personnel  (see 
Appendix  A).  The  Air  Force  Military  Personnel  Center 
( AFMPC/DPMYOS )  has  been  designated  by  the  USAF  as  the 
functional  manager  for  the  OCS  (S:i).  The  OCS  was  used  to 
measure  the  items  listed  in  Table  I. 

The  second  part  of  the  survey  consisted  of  35  question: 
and  was  created  specifically  for  this  research  project  ( see 
Appendix  B).  Table  II  lists  the  variables  measured  by  Fart 
II  of  the  survey. 


Table  II 


Variables  Assessed  in  Survey-Part  II 


Factors  such  as  appearance,  content,  and  simplicity  were 
considered  in  the  survey  design  and  respondents  were 
guaranteed  anonymity. 

Data  Coi  lection  P.Lan 

The  survey  was  administered  between  March  and  April 
1987  at  each  base.  A  second  survey  was  to  be  administered 
approximately  two  months  after  the  reorganization  at  Base  k 
was  complete,  however,  due  to  time  constraints,  it  was  not 
administered.  The  survey  was  administered  at  Base  H  by  the 
Chief  of  Resources  and  Requirements.  The  survey  was 
administered  at  Base  N  by  the  Chief  of  Industrial 
Engineering . 

The  OCS  portion  of  the  survey  and  scan  sheets  were 
obtained  from  AFMPC/DPMYOS.  The  second  part  of  the  survey 
was  printed  locally.  All  survey  packages  were  sent  to  the 
survey  administrators  at  each  base  for  accomplishment. 

At  each  base,  the  surveys  were  administered  in  a  sori.* 
of  groups  consisting  of  18-20  personnel.  Each  survey 
respondent  was  briefed  on  the  general  objective  of  the 
survey,  given  oral  and  written  instructions  for  filling  out 
the  survey,  and  given  a  brief  written  summary  of  the 
terminology  used  in  the  survey. 

Upon  completion,  they  were  returned  to  this  researcher 
and  then  forwarded  to  AFMPC/DPMYOS  to  have  questions  1 
through  139  read  by  an  optical  reader.  The  data  were  then 
returned  to  this  researcher  on  a  floppy  disk  and  transfered 
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into  the  AFIT  ASC  computer  system.  Questions  140  through 
165  could  not  be  read  by  the  AFMPC  optical  reader, 
therefore,  questions  140  through  165  were  manually  entered 
into  the  AFIT  ASC  computer  system  by  this  researcher.  Once 
all  of  the  data  were  loaded,  data  analysis  was  conducted  iri 
accordance  with  the  procedure  outlined  in  the  Data  Analysis 
section  of  this  chapter. 


Data  Analysis 

An  SPSS’*  (  Statist i ca  1  Package  for  the  Socia  1  Sc i ences  ) 
computer  program  was  used  to  analyze  the  data  obtained  from 
the  survey  questionnaires  (see  Appendix  D).  The  sample  size 
was  sufficiently  large  to  apply  the  Central  Limit  Theorem  to 
this  research.  Thus,  all  data  were  assumed  to  have  a  normal 


distribution . 


Ls_  The  validity  and  internal 


consistency  of  the  individual  survey  questions  was  assessed 
in  two  ways.  First,  Pearson  correlations  were  compared  for 
significant  and  expected  values.  Secondly,  the  reliability 
of  particular  composite  variables  was  assessed.  The 
composite  variables  were  obtained  by  summing  specific  sets 
of  individual  questions. 

Although  the  correlation  between  each  composite 
variable  in  the  survey  was  evaluated,  emphasis  was  placed  on 
the  correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  group  size,  job 
satisfaction,  supervision,  job  position  tenure,  group 
effectiveness,  roles,  and  communication.  Based  on  the 


•r  w"  vv  «  _  -- .  w  --  . 


I  t  I'U't  >‘l  » '4 


,n  ,«j  «-a  «w»<>A* ‘kltf.lr  J<* J 


literature  reviewed  and  discussed  in  Chapter  II,  a 
significant,  positive  correlation  between  group  cohesion, 
and  job  satisfaction,  job  position  tenure,  group 
effectiveness,  supervision,  and  communication  was  expected. 

A  significant,  negative  correlation  between  group  cohesion 
and  group  size  was  expected,  and  no  correlation  between 
group  cohesion  and  roles  was  expected. 

Group  Behavior  Mode  1  Evaluation.  The  usefulness  c  f  •■he 
Jewell  and  Reitz  group  behavior  model  as  a  group  behavior 
measurement  tool  was  evaluated  by  using  regression  analysis 
to  estimate  a  model  composed  of  the  following  independent 
variables:  group  size,  job  satisf action,  supervisor’s 

capabilities,  job  position  tenure,  group  effectiveness, 
group  roles,  and  communication,  and  the  dependent  variable, 
group  cohesion.  The  amount  of  variability  in  group  cohesion 
that  could  be  explained  by  variation  in  any  one  of  the  seven 
previously  identified  independent,  variables  was  expected  to 
be  relatively  high,  based  on  findings  from  the  literature 
discussed  in  Chapter  II. 

Job  Re  1  a ted  Attitudes ■  The  differences  in  job  re  la  tec 
attitudes  between  reorganized  Operations  Branch  personno i 
and  non- reorganized  Operations  Branch  personnel  were 
determined  by  analyzing  the  frequency  of  response  to  a 
specific  question.  Evaluation  of  the  distribution  of 
responses  can  increase  the  understanding  of  the  relationship) 
between  variables,  provide  a  pattern  so  that  predictions  can 
be  made  when  the  surveys  are  used  in  the  future,  and  provide 
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a  means  to  evaluate  the  reliability  and  validity  of  the 


survey  instrument  (25:7).  The  mean  frequency  value  of  oa 
question  and  the  mean  frequency  value  of  each  composite 
variable  were  also  compared  using  a  t-test  so  that 
significant  differences  between  reorganized  Operations 
Branch  personnel  responses  and  non-reorganized  Operations 
Branch  personnel  reponses  could  be  determined. 

Group  Le ve 1  Variab 1 es ■  The  differences  in  group 
characteristics,  group  processes,  and  group  effectiveness 
between  reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups  and 
non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups  were 
determined  by  the  same  analysis  procedures  that  were  used 
for  analysis  of  job  related  attitudes. 

This  chapter  described  the  methodology  used  to 
accomplish  the  research  objectives,  answer  the  research 
questions,  and  evaluate  the  hypotheses  listed  in  Chapters 
and  II.  The  research  was  conducted  in  three  primary  area 
First,  the  survey  instrument  was  validated.  Secondly,  a 
theoret i ca 1  group  behavior  mode  1  was  evaluated  for  its 
usefulness  as  a  group  behavior  measurement  tool.  Finally 
job  related  attitudes,  group  characteristics,  group 
processes,  and  group  effectiveness  of  a  reorganized 
Operations  Branch  was  compared  to  job  related  attitudes, 
group  characteristics,  group  processes,  and  group 


effectiveness  of  a  non-reorganized  Operation  Branch. 


IV. 


This  chapter  contains  an  analysis  and  discussion  of  the 
data  obtained  using  the  methodology  described  in  Chapter 
III.  The  research,  conducted  in  four  primary  areas, 
includes:  survey  instrument  validation,  model  evaluation, 

individual  attitude  analysis,  and  group  behavior  analysis. 

Survey  instrument  validation  consisted  of  analyzing  cne 
questions  used  in  the  survey  to  ensure  their  validity  and 
reliability.  Evaluation  of  the  group  behavior  model 
involved  testing  the  model  using  data  collected  in  this 
research  project  and  analyzing  effectiveness  of  the  model. 
Individual  attitude  analysis  involved  determining  and 
assessing  differences  in  individual  job  related  attitudes 
between  reorganized  Operations  Branch  personnel  and 
non-reorgan ized  Operations  Branch  personnel.  Group  behavior 
analysis  involved  determining  and  assessing  differences  in 
group  characteristics,  group  processes,  and  group 
ef f ec t i veness  between  reorganized  Operations  Branch  work 
groups  and  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups. 

Survey,  val  idatipri. 

Each  individual  survey  question  was  analyzed  to 
determine  psychometric  characteristics  (see  Appendix  C).  A 
Pearson  correlation  analysis  and  a  reliability  analysis  were 


conducted . 


Although  the  correlation  values  of  the  survey  questions 
are  widely  distributed  from  low  to  high,  approximately  75 
percent  of  the  correlation  values  (r)  were  greater  than  0.40 
and  approximately  75  percent  of  the  correlation  probability 
values  (p)  were  less  than  0.05.  Typical  results  appear  in 
Table  III. 

Table  III 

Typical  Correlation  Analysis  Results 


variable 


Questions 


r  value 


Group  Cohesion 

5 

& 

35 

0. 56 

Supervision 

1 

& 

66 

0.64 

Job  Satisfaction 

121 

& 

123 

O 

Co 

O 

Recognition 

38 

& 

87 

0.43 

P  value 


0.000 
0.000 
0 .000 
0.001 


Each  question  was  evaluated  for  validity.  Question 
154,  a  supervision  question,  was  found  to  be  invalid  as  a 
measurement  of  supervision.  Question  154 's  correlation  with 
the  other  supervision  questions  was  not  only  low  in  every 
case,  but  was  also  negative  in  some  cases.  The  results  of 
the  correlation  analysis  between  question  154  and  other 
supervision  questions  such  as  42  (r=-0.57,  p=0.34),  66 

(r=-0.13,  p=0.18),  and  79  (r=-0.004,  p=0.49)  are  typical  of 

the  results  attained  when  question  154  was  correlated  with 
the  other  supervision  questions.  Further  evaluation  and 


analysis  of  the  question  indicates  that  it  should  more 
properly  be  eliminated  from  the  survey. 

Although  the  correlation  between  each  composite 
variable  in  the  survey  was  measured,  emphasis  was  placed  on 
the  correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  group  size,  job 
satisfaction,  supervision,  job  position  tenure,  group 
effectiveness,  roles,  and  communication.  The  Pearson 
correlation  values,  along  with  the  corresponding  probability 
values  which  were  evaluated,  appear  in  Appendix  E. 

The  reliability  of  all  the  composite  variables  was 
computed.  The  data  in  Table  IV  depict  the  coefficient  alpha 
value  for  each  of  the  twenty-four  composite  variables 
used  in  this  study.  The  reliability  of  these  variables  are 
within  an  acceptable  range. 

Additional  analyses  were  conducted  to  compare  the 
reliability  of  the  communication,  contribution  (roles), 
cohesion,  and  supervision  questions  asked  in  the  first  par* 
of  the  survey  bo  the  communication,  roles,  group  cohesion , 
and  supervision  questions  asked  in  the  second  part  of  the 
survey.  The  data  in  Table  V,  indicate  that  with  one 
exception,  the  questions  asked  in  part  two  of  the  survey  are 
apparently  more  reliable  than  the  questions  asked  in  the  OCS 
portion  of  the  survey  for  the  variables  listed.  The  one 
notable  exception  was  the  supervision  variable  which  was 
discussed  on  the  previous  page. 
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Communication 
Concern  for  Individual 
Confidence  in  Mgt 
Contribution  (Roles) 

Group  Cohesion 
Group  Effectiveness 
Identification 
Independence 
Interest 

Job  Satisfaction 

Organizational  Effectiveness 

Pay,  Benefits 

Personal  Development 

Promotion  Opportunity 

Recognition 

Responsibi 1 ity 

Supervision 

Unit  Development 

Uti 1 ization 

Working  Conditions 

Work  Life 


0.75 
0. 81 
0.72 
0 . 75 
0 . 30 
0. 33 
0.65 
0.  70 
0.85 
0.87 
0. 68 
0. 82 
0. 84 
0. 78 
0.76 
0.75 
0. 91 
0.34 
0.76 
0 . 64 
0. 77 


Table  V 

Survey  Question  Reliability  -  Part  I  ( 0CS )  vs  Part  II 


* 

if 

1 

Variable 

Coef  f i c i ent 
Part  I  (0CS) 

A  1  pha 

Part  ri 

V 

Communication 

0.68 

0. 32 

•w 

Ro  1  es 

0.  62 

0. 38 

1 

Group  Cohesion 

0. 72 

0. 88 

»  ' 

Supervision 

0.  91 

-0.  13 

Behavior 


va  1  uation 


The  following  Jewell  and  Reitz  model  of  group  behavior 

was  modified  for  this  research  project: 

Group  Outcomes  =  f ( IC , GC , GP , PE , SE  )  (1) 

where:  IC  =  characteristics  of  individual  group 

members 

GC  =  characteristics  of  the  group  as  a 
group 

GP  =  group  processes 

PE  =  the  group's  physical  environment 
SE  =  the  group’s  social  environment 


The  modified  model  is  the  same  as  the  original  model  with 
the  following  exceptions:  (1)  The  physical  environment 

variable  was  eliminated  since  Operations  Branch  work  groups 
operate  in  a  signif icant 1 y  different  physical  environment 
than  the  Jewell  and  Reitz  work  groups.  (2)  The  variables  in 
the  modified  model  are  actually  factors  or  elements  of  the 
variables  in  the  original  model  (i.e.,  communication  is  a 
group  process  factor,  group  size  is  a  group  characteristic 
factor).  Selection  of  the  variables  used  as  factors  or 
elements  was  based  on  the  literature  discussed  in  Chapter 


GC  =  f (GS, JS,S, JP,GE, R,C) 


where : 


Group  Cohesion 

Group  Size 

Job  Satisfaction 

Superv i s i on 

Job  Position  Tenure 

Group  Effectiveness 

Ro  1  es 

Communication 


The  following  regression  analysis  equation  was 


constructed  from  the  modified  Jewell  and  Reitz  model  of 
group  behavior: 

GC  =  a  +  0  XGS+  0  eJS+  0  ~,S+  0 +JP+  0  aGE+  0  *R+  0-rC+e  (5) 

where:  a  -  coefficient  alpha  value 

0  =  standardized  beta  value 
e  =  error 

A  regression  analysis,  based  on  equation  (5)  was 
conducted  under  the  following  assumption:  The  amount  of 

variability  in  group  cohesion  that  could  be  explained  by 
variation  in  any  one  of  the  seven  previously  identified 
independent  variables  was  expected  to  be  relatively  high. 

The  results  of  the  regression  analysis  appear  in  Tables  VI - 1 
and  VI-2. 


Table  VI-1 

Regression  Analysis  -  Base  R 


Variable 

Standardized  Beta  V  il 

uo 

Group  Size 

9. 739E- 04 

Group  Effectiveness 

0. 175662* 

Supervision 

0 . 064562 

Job  Position  Tenure 

-0. 081320 

Job  Satisfaction 

-0 . 213330*  * 

Ro  1  es 

-0. 076973 

Communication 

0.646852**  * 

Multiple  R  Value  =  0.87129  R  Square  Value  =  0.75915 

F  Value  =  19.81247**“  Degrees  of  Freedom  =  7 


Table  VI-2 


Regress ion 

Ana  1 ysis 

-  Base  N 

Variable 

Standardized  Beta  Value 

Group  Size 

Group  Effectiveness 
Supervision 

Job  Position  Tenure 

Job  Satisfaction 

Ro  1  es 

Communication 

0. 039920 

0. 200378*** 

0. 034386 

0.088593 

0.504201*** 

-0. 219454* 

0. 488517*** 

Multiple  R  Value  =  0.80972 
F  Value  =  30.46381*** 

R  Square  Value  -  0 .6556'; 
Degrees  of  Freedom 

*  p  <  0.10 

*  *  p  <  0.05 
***  P  <  0.01 

The  multiple  R  value  represents  the  degree  of  linear 
relationship  between  the  dependent  variable  and  the 
independent  variables.  According  to  Jay  L. .  Devore,  author 
of  Frobabi 1 ity  and  Statistics  for  Engineering  and  the 
Sc  i  ences .  a  strong  correlation  between  variables  exist,  wne:i 
the  R  value  is  greater  than  0.30  arid  less  than  1.0  (  10:  4-10  )  . 
The  R  values  of  0.87  for  Base  R  and  0.81  for  Base  N  indicate 
a  strong  correlation  between  the  independent  variables  jnd 
dependent  variable  at  both  bases. 

The  F  value  of  19.81  at  Base  R  and  30.46  at  Base  N  are 
both  significant,  indicating  that  the  R  Square  values  of 
0.76  and  0.66  are  also  significant.  The  R  Square  value  of 
0.76  at  Base  R  and  0.66  at  Base  N  indicates  that  76  and  66 
percent,  respectively,  of  the  variability  in  group  cohesion 
can  be  explained  by  variation  in  the  seven  independent 
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variables  tested. 


The  R  Square  values  obtained  at  each  base 


seem  to  indicate  that  the  characteristics  chosen  as 
independent  variables  were  good  choices. 

Additional  meaning  was  obtained  through  the  analysis  of 
the  standardized  beta  value.  The  standardized  beta  value  is 
the  amount  of  variability  in  the  dependent  variable  that  can 
be  explained  by  variation  in  the  independent  variable  for 
which  the  value  is  computed  (10:455).  The  relationship 
between  the  independent  variables  can  be  explained  by 
comparing  standardized  beta  values.  At  Base  R,  the 
standardized  beta  value  of  0.065  for  supervision  and  0.65 
for  communication  indicates  that  the  communication  variable 
is  ten  times  more  important  than  the  supervision  variable  in 
explaining  variability  in  group  cohesion.  At  Base  N,  the 
standardized  beta  value  of  0.20  for  group  effectiveness  and 
0.50  for  job  satisfaction  indicates  that  the  job 
satisfaction  variable  is  two  and  one  half  times  more 
important  than  the  group  effectiveness  variable  in 
explaining  variability  in  group  cohesion. 

Three  of  the  standardized  beta  values  at  Base  R  and  am  • 
at  Base  N  are  negative.  The  standardized  beta  value  is  an 
absolute  value,  however,  and  the  only  purpose  of  a  negative 
sign  is  to  ensure  that  all  of  the  beta  values  sum  to  1.0. 
Thus,  the  standardized  beta  value  of  -0.22  for  roles  and 
0.20  for  group  effectiveness  at  Base  N,  indicates  that  the 
role  variable  and  the  group  effectiveness  variable  are 
equally  important  in  explaining  group  cohesion  variability. 
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The  Jewell  and  Reitz  group  behavior  model  proved  to  be 
a  useful  measurement  tool  of  group  behavior  that  has  been 
operationalized  as  group  cohesion.  These  results  clearly 
indicate  that  the  theoretical  group  behavior  model  can  be 
used  in  the  field. 

Job  Related  Attitudes 

Determining  the  differences  in  job  related  attitudes 
between  reorganized  Operations  Branch  personnel  and 
non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  personnel  began  with  the 
selection  of  the  job  related  attitude  questions  to  be 
analyzed.  The  survey  questionnaire  consists  of  165 
questions,  of  which  approximately  135  questions  fall  under 
the  category  of  job  related  attitudes.  Because  of  the  large 
number  of  questions  in  the  job  related  attitude  category, 
nine  specific  variables  were  selected  for  analysis.  The 
variables  are  presented  in  Table  VII. 

Table  VII 

Mean  Total  Responses 
Job  Related  Attitude  Variables 

Variable  Mean  Total  Response 

Base  R  Base  N 


Identification 

13. 385 

13.527 

Interest 

22. 173 

21 . 543 

Job  Satisfaction 

21 . 173 

22. 023 

Personal  Development 

19.058 

19. 140 

Supervision 

54. 327 

49. 233 

Unit  Development 

13. 173 

13. 752 

Util ization 

21 . 308 

22. 116 

Working  Conditions 

18. 788 

18. 775 
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The  selection  of  the  composite  variables  in  Table  VII 
was  based  on  the  premise  that  a  measurable  difference  in  the 
mean  responses  for  each  composite  variable  will  exist 
between  the  two  bases.  The  resulting  mean  total  responses 
to  the  job  related  attitude  questions  appear  in  Table  VII. 

Although  the  mean  total  responses  of  the  two  bases  do 
not  appear  to  be  measurably  different  for  any  of  the 
variables  in  Table  VII,  a  t-test  was  conducted  to  determine 
if  there  are  any  significant  differences  in  the  responses 
between  the  two  bases.  The  results  of  the  t-tests  appear  in 
Table  VIII. 

Table  VIII 


T-Test  Results 

Job  Related  Attitude  Variables 


Var i ab 1 e 


t  Va 1 ue 


Prob 


value  of  0.021  for  the  supervision  variable  indicate  that 


there  may  be  a  significant  difference  between  the  perceived 
supervision  of  the  reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups 
and  the  perceived  supervision  of  the  non-reorganized 
Operations  Branch  work  groups. 

Group  Characteristics 

The  group  character istics  selected  for  analysis  of 
differences  between  reorganized  Operations  Branch  work 
groups  and  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups 
included:  cohesiveness,  roles,  and  size.  Each  group 

characteristic  was  analyzed  under  the  premise  that  a 
measurable  difference  in  the  mean  response  could  be  expected 
as  a  result  of  the  Operations  Branch  reorganization.  The 
results  of  the  t-tests  appear  in  Table  IX. 


Table  IX 
T-  Test  Re.su  Its 

Group  Characteristic  Variables 


Variabl e 

t  Value 

Prob 

Group 

Cohesion 

0.95 

0. 346 

Group 

Ro  1  es 

1 . 08 

0. 282 

Group 

Size 

3.05 

0. 003 

The  results  of  the  group  characteristic  variable 
t-tests  indicate  that  except  for  group  size,  there  are  no 
significant  differences  in  the  mean  responses  between  the 


reorganized  Operations  Branch  and  the  non-reorganized 


Operations  Branch.  The  t  value  of  0.05  with  a  probability 
value  of  0.003  for  t..e  size  variable  indicate  that  there  is 
a  significant  difference  between  the  work  group  size  at  Base 
R  and  the  work  group  size  at  Base  N. 

Further  evaluation  of  the  apparent  difference  in  group 
size  between  the  two  bases  verified  the  results  obtained 
from  the  group  size  t-test.  The  mean  group  size  within  the 
Base  R  Operations  Branch  was  indicated  by  the  survey 
respondents  to  be  somewhere  between  11  and  20  personnel. 

The  mean  group  size  within  the  Base  N  Operations  Branch  was 
indicated  by  the  survey  respondents  to  be  somewhere  between 
six  and  15  personnel.  The  differences  in  group  size, 
however,  does  not  appear  in  this  sample  to  have  any 
measurable  effect  on  the  other  group  characteristics; 
cohesiveness  or  roles. 

'icoup.  Processes 

The  group  processes  selected  for  analysis  of 
differences  between  reorganized  Operations  Branch  work 
groups  and  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups 
included  communications  and  group  decision  making.  The 
composite  variables  categorized  under  group  decision  making 
included  roles,  responsibility,  and  independence,  however, 
the  role  variable  responses  were  previously  analyzed  and  no 
significant  differences  in  responses  between  bases  were 
found . 
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The  other  variables;  communication,  responsibility,  and 
independence,  were  analyzed  under  the  premise  that  a 
measurable  difference  in  the  mean  response  could  be  expected 
as  a  result  of  the  Operations  Branch  reorganization.  The 
results  of  the  t-tests  appear  in  Table  X. 


Table  X 

T-Test  Results 
Group  Process  Variables 


Var i ab 1 e 

t  Va  1  ue 

F’rob 

Communication 

1 . 06 

0. 292 

Independence 

0. 60 

0. 548 

Responaibil ity 

-0.  92 

0. 358 

The  results  of  the  group  processes  variable  t-tests  indicate 
that  there  are  no  significant  differences  in  the  mean 
responses  between  the  reorganized  Operations  Branch  worx 
group  processes  arid  the  non -reorgan i zed  Operations  Brant:* 
work  group  processes. 

Group  Effectiveness 

The  differences  in  the  group  effectiveness  between 
reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups  and 

non-reorgan i zed  Operations  Branch  work  groups  were  analyzed 
by  comparing  the  mean  responses  of  the  group  effectiveness 
variable  between  bases.  The  use  of  specific  production 

measures  (i.e.  production  data,  work  order  reports,  etc.  )  1 

would  have  made  the  group  effectiveness  analysis  more  j 

« 

1 
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complete,  but  attempts  made  by  this  researcher  to  obtain  the 
required  production  measures  were  unsuccessful.  The 
measurement  of  differences  in  group  effectiveness  between 
Base  R  and  Base  N  was  based  on  the  perception  of  the  survey 
respondents.  The  analysis  of  difference  in  group 
ef fecti veness,  between  the  two  bases,  was  based  on  the 
premise  that  a  measurable  difference  in  the  mean  response  to 
the  group  effectiveness  variable  could  be  expected  as  a 
result  of  the  Operations  Branch  reorganization.  The  results 
of  the  t-test  appear  in  Table  XI. 

Table  XI 
T-Test  Results 

Group  Effectiveness  Variable 

Variable  t  Value 

Group  Effectiveness  1.75 

The  t  value  of  1  .  ~'5  with  i  probability  value  of  0. 084 
indicate  that  there  is  a  relatively  significant  difference 
between  the  group  effectiveness  at  Base  R  and  the  group 
effectiveness  at  Base  N.  Because  the  significance  of  the 
t-test  appeared  somewhat  uncertain,  additional  analysis  of 
the  differences  in  group  effectiveness  was  conducted. 
Additional  variables  related  to  the  perceived  quality  and 
productivity  of  the  organization  were  analyzed.  The 
variables,  organizational  effectiveness  and  unit 
development,  were  identified  during  the  literature  review  as 


Prob 
0. 084 
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criteria  useful  to  evaluate  degree  of  effectiveness.  These 
variables  were  also  chosen  as  surrogate  measures  of  group 
effectiveness  under  the  assumption  that  the  individual 
survey  respondents  would  perceive  their  unit’s  development 
and  organization’s  effectiveness  to  be  the  same  as  their 
group’s  effectiveness.  The  results  of  the  t-tests  appear  in 
Table  XII. 

Table  XII 


T-Test  Results 

Additional  Group  Effectiveness  Variables 


The  results  of  the  additional  group  effectiveness 
variable  t-tests  indicate  that  there  are  no  significant 
differences  in  the  mean  responses  between  the  reorganized 
Operations  Branch  and  the  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch 
for  the  unit  development  variable,  but  there  is  a 
significant  difference  in  the  responses  for  the 
organizational  effectiveness  variable.  The  t  value  of  2.01 
with  a  probability  value  of  0.047  for  the  organizational 
effectiveness  variable  indicate  that  there  is  a  significant 


V •  Resu 1 ts  and  Cone  1 usi ons 

This  chapter  contains  the  results  and  conclusions  of 
the  research  questions  and  hypotheses  based  on  the  results 
of  the  data  analysis  discussed  in  Chapter  IV.  It  also 
suggests  limitations  to  this  study  and  recommendations  for 
future  research. 

Research  Questions  and.  Hypotheses 

Research  Question  # 1 .  What  are  the  psychometric 
qualities  of  the  survey  used  by  SAC  to  assess  individual  and 
group  effects  of  the  Operations  Branch  reorganization? 

Hypothesis  1.1.  The  reliability  and  validity  of 
the  survey  will  be  sufficient  to  substantiate  use  of  the 
survey . 

Resu 1 ts ,  Although  the  correlation  values  of 
the  survey  questions  were  widely  distributed  from  low  to 
high,  approximately  75  percent  of  the  correlation  values  <r) 
were  greater  than  0.40  and  approximately  75  percent  of  the 
correlation  probability  values  (  p  )  were  less  than  0.05. 
Typical  resu 1 ts  appear  in  Table  III  in  Chapter  IV.  Question 
154,  a  supervision  question,  was  the  only  question  which  had 
negative  correlation  with  other  questions  under  the  same 
variable.  The  results  of  the  correlation  analysis  between 
question  154  and  other  supervision  questions  such  as  42 


( r  =  -0 . 57 ,  p-0 . 34 )  ,  66  <r  =  -0.13,  p  =  0.18),  and  79  (r  =  -0.004, 
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p=0.49)  are  typical  of  the  results  attained  when  question 
154  was  correlated  with  the  other  supervision  questions. 

The  reliability  of  all  of  the  composite  variables  was 
also  computed.  The  data  in  Table  IV  in  Chapter  IV  depict 
the  coefficient  alpha  value  for  each  of  the  twenty-four 
composite  variables  used  in  this  study.  The  reliability  of 
these  variables  are  within  an  acceptable  range  from  0.64  to 
0.91.  These  results  provide  strong  support  for  Hypothesis 


Recommendations.  Question  154  should  more 
properly  be  eliminated  from  the  survey. 

Research  Question  #2 .  What  are  the  relationships 
between  selected  group  related  variables? 

Hypothesis  2.1.  There  is  a  significant,  negative 
correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  group  size. 

Resu 1 ts .  The  correlation  between  group 
cohesion  and  group  size  (r=-0.05,  p=0.23)  indicates  an 

insignificant,  negative  correlation  between  group  cohesion 
and  group  size.  These  results  lead  to  the  rejection  of 
Hypothesis  2.1. 

Hypothesis  2.2.  There  is  a  significant,  positive 
correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  job  satisfaction. 

Resu 1 ts .  The  correlation  between  group 
cohesion  and  job  satisfaction  (r=0.67,  p=0.00)  indicates  a 

significant,  positive  correlation  between  group  cohesion  and 
job  satisf action.  These  results  provide  strong  support  for 
Hypothesis  2.2. 
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Hypothesis  2.3.  There  is  a  significant,  positive 
correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  supervision. 

Resu 1 ts .  The  correlation  between  group 
cohesion  and  supervision  (r=0.46,  p=0.00)  indicates  a 

significant,  positive  correlation  between  group  cohesion  and 
supervision.  These  results  provide  support  for  Hypothesis 


Hypothesis  2.4.  There  is  a  significant,  positive 
correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  job  position  tenure. 

Resu 1 ts .  The  correlation  between  group 
cohesion  and  job  position  tenure  (r=-0.09,  p=0.24)  indicates 

an  insignificant,  negative  correlation  between  group 
cohesion  and  job  position  tenure.  These  results  lead  to  the 
rejection  of  Hypothesis  2.4. 

Hypothesis  2.5.  There  is  a  significant,  positive 
correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  group  effectiveness. 

Resu 1 ts .  The  correlation  between  group 
cohesion  and  group  effectiveness  (r  =  0.S2,  p  =  0.00)  indicate.", 
a  significant,  positive  correlation  between  group  cohesion 
and  group  effectiveness.  These  results  provide  strong 
support  for  Hypothesis  2.5. 

Hy pothes i s  2.6.  There  is  relatively  no 
correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  roles. 

Resu Its.  The  correlation  between  group 
cohesion  and  roles  ( r  =  0 . 7 1 ,  p  =  0 . 00  )  indicates  a  significant, 
positive  correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  roles.  These 
results  lead  to  the  rejection  of  Hypothesis  2.6. 
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Hvpothesi s  2.7.  There  is  a  significant,  positive 
correlation  between  group  cohesion  and  communication. 

Resu 1 ts .  The  correlation  between  group 
cohesion  and  communication  (r=0.76,  p=0.00)  indicates  a 

significant,  positive  correlation  between  group  cohesion  and 
communication.  These  results  provide  strong  support  for 
Hypothesis  2.7. 

Recommend a t ions.  There  appears  to  be  a  wide 
range  of  cor re 1  a t i on  between  the  compos ite  variables. 
Research  does  indicate,  however,  that  questions  asked  in 
part  two  of  the  survey  seem  to  be  more  reliable  than 
questions  asked  in  the  OCS  part  of  the  survey  for  the 
following  composite  variables:  communication,  contribution 

(role),  and  group  cohesion  (see  Table  V  in  Chapter  IV). 

Since  the  questions  in  part  two  of  the  survey  seem  to  be 
more  reliable  than  the  questions  in  part  one  of  the  survey, 
the  questions  from  part  one  of  the  survey  should  be  r<  *p  i  ac>-ii 
by  the  corresponding  questions  from  part  two  of  the  survey. 
This  action  would  reduce  the  survey  from  165  questions  to 
150  questions.  The  following  questions  should  be  removed; 

2.  5,  15,  17,  29,  20,  04,  95,  45,  46,  47,  73,  78,  and  83. 

Research  Quest  ion  »*3 .  Is  the  Jewel  1  and  Reitz  group 
behavior  model  useful  to  model  and  measure  group  behavior 
that  has  been  operationalized  as  group  cohesion? 

Hypothesis  3.1.  The  Jewell  and  Reitz  group 
behavior  model  will  account  for  a  significant  amount  of 
variability  in  group  cohesion. 


Resu 1 ts .  The  use  of  the  model  in  determining 
the  effect  of  the  independent  variables:  group  size,  job 

satisfaction,  supervision,  job  position  tenure,  group 
effectiveness,  rolec  and  communication,  on  the  dependent 
variable,  group  cohesion,  appears  to  be  successful.  The  F 
value  of  19.81  at  Base  R  and  30.46  at  Base  N  are  both 
significant,  indicating  that  the  R  Square  values  of  0.76  and 
0.66  are  also  significant.  The  R  Square  value  of  0.76  at 
Base  R  and  0.66  at  Base  N  indicates  that  approximately  76 
and  66  percent,  respectively,  of  the  variability  in  group 
cohesion  can  be  explained  by  variation  in  the  seven 
independent  variables  tested.  These  results  provide  strong 
support  for  Hypothesis  3.1. 

Recommendations.  Continue  the  use  of  the 
group  behavior  model  in  the  field  for  evaluation  of  group 
behavior  relationships  between  other  dependent  and 
independent  variables. 

Bfiieeacch.  Q.u.e&.ti.wri  <M.  What  are  the  differences  in  job 
related  attitudes  between  reorganized  Operations  Branch 
personnel  and  non- reorgan i zed  Operations  Branch  personnel? 

Hypothesis  4.1.  The  job  related  attitude 
responses  of  the  reorganized  Operations  Branch  personnel  are 
signif icant 1 y  higher  than  the  job  related  attitude 
responses  of  the  non-reorgan i zed  Operations  Branch 


personne 1 . 


Resu 1 ts .  The  results  of  the  t- tests  (see 


Table  VIII  in  Chapter  IV)  indicate  that  except  for 
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supervision,  there  are  no  significant  differences  in  the 


mean  responses  between  the  reorganized  Operations  Branch  and 
the  non-reorganization  Operations  Branch.  The  t  value  of 
2.34  with  a  probability  value  of  0.021  indicate  that  there 
is  a  significant  difference  between  the  perceived 
supervision  of  reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups  and 
the  perceived  supervision  of  the  non-reorganized  Operations; 
Branch  work  groups. 

The  supervision  mean  total  frequency  response  values  of 
54.33  and  49.23  for  Bases  R  and  N,  respectively,  indicate 
that  the  perceived  supervision  of  the  reorganized  Operations 
Branch  work  groups  is  significantly  higher  than  the 
non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups.  The  results 
were  significant  for  only  one  variable  in  Hypothesis  4.1, 
however,  thus  the  hypothesis  is  rejected. 

I  Recommendations.  Conduct  a  longitudinal 

I 

study  to  determine  a  trend  in  the  job  related  attitudes  jf 
Operations  Branch  personnel.  Include  additional  bases  in 
the  study. 

Research  Question  What  are  the  differences  in 

group  characteristics  between  reorgan i zed  Operations  Branch 
work  groups  and  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work 
groups? 

Hypothesis  5.1.  The  group  cohesion  of  the 
reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups  is  s i gn l f i c an u 1 y 


'I 


I 


s*: 


higher  than  the  group  cohesion  of  the  non-reorganized 
Operations  Branch  work  groups. 

Resu 1 ts .  The  result  of  the  t-test  (t=0.95, 
p=0.35)  indicates  that  there  are  no  significant  differences 
in  group  cohesion  between  the  reorganized  Operations  Branch 
work  groups  and  the  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work 
groups.  These  results  lead  to  the  rejection  of  Hypothesis 
5.1. 

Hypothesis  5.2.  There  is  no  significant 
difference  in  roles  between  the  reorganized  Operations 
Branch  work  groups  and  the  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch 
work  groups. 

Results.  The  result  of  the  t-test  (t=1.08, 
P=0.28)  indicates  that  there  are  no  significant  differences 
in  roles  between  the  reorganized  Operations  Branch  work 
groups  and  the  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work 
groups.  This  does  riot  necessarily  mean  that  the  roles  of 
the  work  groups  at  each  base  are  the  same,  but  that  the 
group  members  at  each  base  may  have  the  same  level  of 
understanding  of  their  role(s)  regardless  of  the  role(s). 
These  results  support  Hypothesis  5.2. 

Recommendations.  Conduct  a  longitudinal 
study  to  determine  a  trend  in  the  Operations  Branch  work 
group  characteristics.  Emphasis  of  the  longitudinal  study 
should  be  placed  on  group  cohesion.  Include  additional 
bases  in  the  study. 
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Question  #6 .  What  are  the  differences  in  the 


group  processes  between  reorganized  Operations  Branch  work 


groups  and  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups? 


1 .  The  communication , 


responsibi 1 ity ,  and  independence  levels  are  si gnif icant 1 y 


higher  in  the  reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups  than 


in  the  n on-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups. 


Resu 1 ts .  The  results  of  the  t-tests  indicate 


that  there  are  no  significant  differences  in  communication 


(t=1.06,  p=0.29),  responsibility  (t=-0.92,  p=0.36),  or 


independence  (t=0.60,  p=0.55)  between  the  reorganized 


Operations  Branch  work  groups  and  the  non-reorganized 


Operations  Branch  work  groups.  These  results  lead  to  the 


rejection  of  Hypothesis  6.1. 


Conduct  a  longitudinal 


study  to  determine  a  trend  in  the  group  processes  of 


Operations  Branch  work  groups.  Include  additional  bases  in 


the  study. 


Research 


#7.  What  are  the  differences  in  the 


perceived  effectiveness  between  reorganized  Operation 


Branch  work  groups  and  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch 


work  groups. 


:is  7.1.  The  perceived  group  effectiveness 


is  significantly  higher  for  the  reorganized  Operations 


Branch  work  groups  than  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch 


work  groups. 
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Resu_l_t£_._  The  measurement  of  perceived  group 
effectiveness  included  the  use  of  surrogate  measures; 
organizational  effectiveness  and  unit  development.  The 
results  of  the  t-tests  indicate  that  there  are  significant 
differences  in  perceived  group  effectiveness  (t=1.75, 
p=0.08)  and  perceived  organizational  effectiveness  (t=2.01, 
p=0.05)  but  no  significant  difference  in  unit  development 
(t=-0.73,  p=0.47)  between  the  reorganized  Operations  Branch 

and  the  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch.  The  group 
effectiveness  mean  total  frequency  response  values  of  23.02 
and  21.62  for  Bases  R  and  N,  respectively,  and  the 
organizational  effectiveness  mean  total  frequency  responses 
of  23.58  and  21.75  for  Bases  R  and  N,  respectively,  indicate 
that  the  perceived  effectiveness  of  the  reorganized 
Operations  Branch  work  groups  is  significantly  higher  than 
the  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch  work  groups.  These 
results  provide  strong  support  for  Hypothesis  7.1. 

Recommendations .  Obtain  specific  production 
measures  (i.e. ,  production  reports,  work  order  reports, 
etc. )  to  determine  the  actual  effectiveness  of  the  work 
groups.  The  hard  measurement  data  can  then  be  compared  to 
the  results  obtained  from  the  survey  to  determine  if  the 
perceptions  of  the  group  members  reflect  the  actual 
effectiveness  of  the  work  groups. 
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L.imi  tations 

The  research  conducted  for  this  thesis  was  limited  to 
SAC  Civil  Engineering  Operations  Branches.  While  this 
limitation  will  restrict  generalization  of  the  results  to 
SAC  Civil  Engineering  squadrons,  similar  results  can  be 
expected  from  non-SAC  Civil  Engineering  squadrons. 
Squadrons  with  a  mission  or  structure  similar  to  Civil 
Engineering  can  also  use  the  results  since  the  data 
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V 

V 
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collection  instrument  was  designed  to  gather  information 
independent  of  command  or  squadron  affiliation. 

The  results  of  this  research  project  is  also  limited  in 
the  amount  of  time  for  which  the  results  are  valid  since  the 
study  was  cross-sectional  rather  than  longitudinal.  A 
cross-sectional  study  precludes  the  development  of  a 
longitudinal  paradigm  from  the  conclusions  made  in  the 
study . 

Another  limitation  to  this  research  project  was  the 
lack  of  specific  production  measures  to  which  the  survey 
results  could  be  compared.  Use  of  specific  production 
measures  would  have  allowed  for  validation  of  the  results 
and  conclusions  drawn  from  the  survey  data. 

Eat,..ure  Research 


The  original  objective  of  this  thesis  research  project 
was  to  observe  changes  in  a  Civil  Engineering  Operations 
Branch  as  it  underwent  a  reorganization  of  its  work  groups. 
Due  to  circumstances  beyond  the  control  of  this  researcher. 
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the  final  results  of  this  project  represent  a  "snapshot” 


view  of  the  reorganized  and  non- reorganized  Operations 
Branches,  which  were  observed  and  compared. 

This  single  measurement,  while  useful  alone,  can 
certainly  be  improved  on  in  future  research.  By  using  the 
validated  survey  designed  for  this  study,  the  Jewell  and 
Reitz  group  behavior  model,  and  the  group  behavior  variables 
studied  in  this  project,  additional  research  could  be 
conducted  to  determine  the  success  of  the  Operations  Branch 
reorganization . 

Future  research  should  include  additional  bases, 
collection  of  specific  production  measures,  and  the 
administration  of  the  survey  at  least  twice  during  the 
research  period. 

This  research  was  conducted  in  the  areas  of:  surv>-y 

instrument  validation,  group  behavior  model  evaluation, 
individual  attitude  analysis,  and  group  behavior  analysis. 
Although  few  significant  results  were  discovered  in  the 
areas  of  individual  attitudes  and  group  behavior,  the 
results  that  were  obtained  appear  to  coincide  with  the 
literature  reviewed  in  Chapter  II. 

This  study  did  establish  a  foundation  on  which  an 
accurate  assessment  of  change  in  organizational  processes 
can  be  made.  The  validation  of  the  survey  instrument  and 
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Appendix  A: 
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SCN  86-10S 


GENERAL  INSTRUCTIONS 


1.  THIS  SURVEY  IS  STRICTLY  ANONYMOUS.  Do  not  writ*  your  name  or  SSAN  on  either 
your  answer  sheet  or  aurvay  booklet.  Participation  ia  antiraiy  voluntary;  no 
advaraa  action  of  any  kind  will  ba  takan  against  you  if  you  chooaa  not  to  com- 
plata  tha  aurvay.  In  addition,  your  anawara  will  ba  analyzed  only  as  part  of  a 
group  and  your  individual  raaponaaa  will  not  ba  axaminad  or  publishad  in  any  way. 


2.  All  atatemanta  may  ba  anawarad  by  filling  in  appropriate  apacaa  on  the  anawer 
sheet.  If  you  do  not  find  tha  exact  answer  that  reflects  your  opinion,  use  the  one 
that  is  closest  to  it.  Do  not  answer  in  tha  survey  booklat;  use  the  separate 

answer  sheet. 

3.  Tha  answer  sheet  is  designed  for  machine  scanning  of  your  responses.  Plsaae 
use  a  Number  2  pencil  and  observe  tha  following  requirements! 

-  Make  heavy  black  marks  that  fill  the  spaces. 

Erase  cleanly  any  answer  you  wish  to  change. 

-  Make  no  atray  markings  of  any  kind  on  the  answer  sheet. 

-  Do  not  staple,  tear  or  fold  tha  answer  sheet. 


RIGHT  WAY 
TO  MARK 
ANSWER  SHEET 


WRONG  WAY 
TO  MARK 
ANSWER  SHEET 


4.  Below  is  a  list  of  key  words  and  their  definitions  as  they  are  used  in  this 
survey; 


UNIT/ORGANI ZATION ;  your  Squadron/Division 

SUPER VISOR /BOSS:  the  person  to  whom  you  report  directly  (the 

reporting  official  on  your  performance  report) 

WORK  GROUP;  all  those  peracns  who  report  to  the  same  supervisor 
as  you  do 

MANAGEMENT;  levels  of  management  from  Squadron/Division  through 
Wlng/Center 

CIVILIAN  SERVICE;  all  appropriated  and  nonappropriated  civilian 
employees 


SECTION  I 


Following  »r«  a  (arias  of  lUtamanti  about  your  job.  Using  tha  acala  balow,  you 
ara  to  indicata  how  much  you  agraa  or  disagree  with  aach  statamant. 


STRONGLY  SLIGHTLY  NEITHER  AGREE  SLIGHTLY  STRONGLY 

DISAGREE  DISAGREE  DISAGREE  NOR  DISAGREE  AGREE  AGREE  AGREE 


ABC  E  E  F  G 


Mark  A  in  tha  anawar  ahaat  if  you  STRONGLY  DISAGREE 

Mark  B  in  tha  anawar  ahaat  if  you  DISAGREE 

Mark  C  in  tha  anawar  ahaat  if  you  SLIGHTLY  DISAGREE 

Mark  D  in  tha  anawar  ahaat  if  you  NEITHER  AGREE  NOR  DISAGREE 

Mark  E  in  tha  anawar  ahaat  if  you  SLIGHTLY  AGREE 

Mark  F  in  tha  anawar  ahaat  if  you  AGREE 

Mark  G  in  tha  anawar  ahaat  if  you  STRONGLY  AGREE 

Tha  acala  abova  will  ba  at  tha  top  of  aach  paga  in  this  (action.  Please  raspond  to 
avary  statamant.  Whila  soma  of  tha  atatamanta  may  appaar  similar  to  aach  othar,  no 
two  atatamanta  ara  idantical.  Plaasa  do  not  go  back  to  pravious  atatamanta.  Try 
to  give  as  accurate  a  picture  as  possible  of  your  failings  and  opinions  about  all 
aspects  of  your  unit. 


1.  My  supervisor  sets  an  example  by  working  hard. 

2.  Information  is  usually  widely  shared  in  my  unit  so  that  those  who  make  tha 
decisions  will  base  thair  decisions  on  tha  bast  available  know-how. 

3.  In  looking  back,  it  is  difficult  to  point  to  my  accomplishments  on  tha  job. 

4.  If  feel  I  am  doing  something  important  by  serving  as  a  member  of  tha  Air  Force 
team. 

5.  1  have  confidence  and  truat  in  tha  persons  in  my  work  group. 

6.  Tha  opportunity  to  taka  on  new  rasponsbilitias  is  available  if  I  went  it. 

7.  1  feel  my  career  provides  sufficient  economic  security. 

8.  The  recreational  opportunities  in  this  geographic  area  ara  satisfactory. 

9.  In  general,  I  am  more  satisfied  with  my  unit  as  comparad  to  other  units  to 
which  I've  bean  assigned. 

10.  I  have  a  good  chance  for  promotion. 

11.  For  most  situations.  I  hava  confidence  and  truat  in  my  unit  management. 

12.  For  tha  most  part,  my  working  hours  are  not  axcaasiva. 

13.  Management  recognizes  my  ability. 

14.  My  supervisor  tries  to  strike  a  balance  between  people  needs  and  production 

needs. 

15.  X  would  say  that  tha  lowest  level  supervisors  in  my  organization  usually  hava 
enough  say  or  influence  about  what  goes  on. 

16.  Most  of  the  time  I  gat  a  feeling  of  achievement  from  my  job. 


STRONGLY  SLIGHTLY  NEITHER  AGREE  SLIGHTLY  JYRONGLY 

DISAGRE?  DISAGREE  DISAGREE  NOR  DISAGREE  AGREE  AGREE  AGREE 


A  B  C  D  E  F  G 

17.  Person*  in  my  work  group  ar*  friendly  and  ea*y  to  approach. 

18.  In  general,  I  decide  for  myself  how  to  accomplish  a  job. 

19.  1  do  not  look  forward  to  coming  to  work  each  day. 

20.  The  people  in  my  unit  seem  to  get  maximum  output  from  the  resources  (money, 
people,  equipment,  etc.)  they  have  available. 

21.  My  job  provides  an  opportunity  for  carser  broadening. 

22.  In  my  job  I  utilise  my  civilian/military  education  and  training. 

23.  Most  of  the  time  my  supervisor  will  not  back  me  up. 

24.  All  things  considered,  1  am  satisfied  with  living  in  this  geographic  area. 

25.  Most  of  the  time  my  military/civilian  service  pay  is  adequate  to  cover  the 

basic  expenses  with  a  little  left  over. 

26.  I  do  not  believe  my  job  contributes  a  lot  to  the  success  of  my  unit's  mission 

27.  In  my  job 'I  have  the  chance  to  feel  I  am  accomplishing  something. 

28.  2  am  often  given  responsibility  for  a  total  project - 

29.  My  immediate  supervisor  usually  tells  me  what’s  going  on  at  higher  levels  of 

management . 

30.  In  my  unit,  employees  who  do  not  supervise  others  have  an  adequate  amount  of 
say  or  influence  on  what  goes  on. 

31.  Management  show*  respect  for  me  as  a  person. 

32.  Most  of  the  time  the  right  decisions  ar*  mad*  a  upper  levels  of  supervision. 

33.  Opportunity  for  promotions  in  my  career  field/job  series  is  fair  and  equit¬ 
able. 

34.  For  the  most  part,  I  have  no  impact  on  work  objective*.  They  are  announced 
with  no  opportunity. to  participate  or  contribute. 

35.  The  people  in  my  unit  work  together  effectively  as  a  team. 

36.  I  feel  very  little  loyalty  toward  my  unit. 

37.  Management  in  my  unit  is  capable  of  operating  effectively  under  stress. 

38.  When  X  do  a  good  job  I  can  expect  praise  from  my  supervisor. 

39.  My  job  is  boring. 

40.  I  have  a  say  in  setting  my  work  goals. 

41.  The  quality  of  wo.k  produced  by  the  people  in  my  unit  is  not  too  good. 


STRONGLY  SLIGHTLY  NEITHER  AGREE  SLIGHTLY  STRONGLY 

DISAGREE  DISAGREE  DISAGREE  NOR  DISAGREE  AGREE  AGREE  AGREE 


A  8  C  D  E  F  G 

42-  My  supervisor  handles  the  technical  side  of  his/her  job  well  -  for  example, 

general  expertness,  knowledge  of  job,  technical  skills  needed  in  his/her  pro¬ 
fession  or  trade. 

43.  There  is  not  much  similarity  between  my  abilities  and  the  requirements  of  my 
job. 

44.  The  people  in  my  work  unit  believe  that  they  are  doing  something  important  for 
the  country  by  working  in  the  Air  Force. 

45.  Our  work  unit  receives  little  information  about  what  is  going  on  in  other 
sections  or  branches. 

46.  In  my  job  I  make  a  meaningful  contribution  to  the  organisation. 

47.  Persons  in  my  work  group  know  what  their  jobs  are  and  know  how  to  do  them 
well. 

48.  Management  cares  what  happens  to  me. 

49.  I  usually  don't  gat  the  chance  to  handle  the  tough  and  highly  viaible 
projacta . 

50.  1  feel  a  real  responsibility  to  help  the  organisation  be  successful. 

51.  My  military/civilian  servie  income  provides  me  with  an  acceptable  standard  of 
living. 

52.  My  present  job  assignment  offera  the  opportunity  for  future  advancement. 

53.  Upper  levels  of  management  do  not  understand  the  problems  I  face  in  doing  my 
job. 

54.  In  general,  my  work  schedule  is  flexible  enough  so  that  I  can  make  personal 
plans. 

55.  My  supervisor  has  poor  leadership  qualities. 

56.  Most  of  the  time  my  unit  meets  mission  requirements. 

57.  Very  little  responsibility  goes  with  my  job. 

58.  My  work  assignment  is  challenging. 

59.  Rarely  do  my  efforts  lead  to  positive  results. 

60.  I  enjoy  my  job. 

61.  I  dislike  the  geographic  area  to  which  I  am  aaaigned. 

62.  I  feel  1  have  the  chance  to  'grow*  in  my  job. 

63.  My  unit  usually  recognizes  good  performance. 

64.  Rarely  am  I  given  the  opportunity  to  make  decisiona  for  myself. 

65.  I  am  proud  to  be  a  member  of  the  Air  Force  team. 

66.  My  supervisor  is  not  effective  in  handling  personnel  problems. 


STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

I 

DISAGREE 

1 

SLIGHTLY 

DISAGREE 

1 

NEITHER  AGREE 
NOR  DISAGREE 

1 

SLIGHTLY 

AGREE 

1 

AGREE 

! 

STRONGLY 

AGREE 

1 

A 

1 

■ 

I 

C 

! 

D 

1 

E 

1 

F 

G 

67.  I  see  the  Air  Fores  ••  a  way  of  lift  and  not  simply  a  placs  to  work. 

68.  Promotions  ars  usually  baaad  on  psrformanca  and  ability. 

69.  My  unit  is  not  asnsitivs  to  the  problsma  of  ths  individual. 

70.  My  job  gives  ms  ths  chancs  to  "dig  daapar*  into  work  activitiss  which  intsrsst 
as. 

71.  My  supsrvisor  is  wall  qualifisd  for  his/hsr  job. 

72.  Working  conditions  ars  usually  bslow  avsraga. 

73.  Morals  in  ray  organisation  ia  good. 

U.  My  prsssnt  assignment  doss  not  givs  me  ths  chancs  to  do  the  kind  of  work  I  do 
bast. 

r5.  My  job  providss  no  new  challenges. 

'6.  I  generally  decide  ths  work  methods  and  procedures  for  ray  job. 

'7.  There  ia  a  very  limited  opportunity  for  personal  growth  and  development  in  my 
job. 

'8.  Our  work  unit  is  usually  aware  of  important  events  and  situations. 

9.  My  supervisor  is  not  a  capable  individual. 

10.  Most  of  the  people  of  this  local  area  have  a  positive  attitude  toward  Air 
Force  employees. 

11.  The  Air  Force  usually  tries  to  take  care  of  its  own. 

12.  The  people  in  my  unit  do  a  poor  job  in  anticipating  problem*  that  may  come  up 

in  the  future  and  preventing  them  from  occurring. 

3.  When  decisions  are  being  made  in  my  unit,  the  persons  who  win  be  affected 
■tost  are  asked  for  their  ideas. 

4.  Working  conditions  associated  with  my  job  are  acceptable. 

5.  1  feel  secure  that  I  will  be  able  to  make  ends  meet  on  my  military /civil ian 
service  pay. 

6.  1  get  to  do  a  lot  of  interesting  work  in  my  present  job. 

7.  1  am  usually  given  the  opportunity  to  present  the  results  of  my  work  to 
others. 

8.  1  have  confidence  and  trust  in  my  supervisor. 

9.  Promotion  policy  is  unfair. 

In  general,  moat  of  my  skills  and  abilities  are  being  used  in  my  present  job. 


My  job  does  not  give  me  much  opportunity  for  recognition. 


i 
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STRONG LY  SLIGHTLY  NEITHER  AGREE  SLIGHTLY 

DISAGREE  DISAGREE  DISAGREE  NOR  DISAGREE  AGREE  •  AGREE 


STRONGLY 

AGREE 


92.  In  general,  wh«n  emergencies  arise,  auch  as  short  auapanaaa.  craah  programs, 
and  achadula  changes,  tha  paopla  in  my  unit  do  a  poor  30b  in  handling  thaaa 
aituationa. 

93.  I  am  aatiafiad  with  tha  numbar  and  typaa  of  aocial  activitiaa  in  tha  aurround- 
ing  araa. 


NOT 
AT  ALL 
IMPORTANT 


SECTION  II 


MODERATELY 

IMPORTANT 


EXTREMELY 

IMPORTANT 


Liatad  balow  in  itama  94-113  ara  a  numbar  of  factora  and  thair  descriptions  which 
ara  oftan  uaad  to  daacriba  organizational  wall  baing. 

Uaing  tha  acala  abova,  please  indicata  tha  amount  of  importance  you  peraonally 
placa  on  aach  of  thaaa  factora.  Mark  tha  appropriate  latter  of  the  acala  next  to 
tha  appropriate  numbar  on  tha  anawar  aheet.  For  example,  if  you  feel  that  ACHIEVE¬ 
MENT  ia  between  not  important  and  moderately  important,  then  darken  either  the  B 
or  C  oval  next  to  number  94  on  tha  anawar  ahaat .  If,  however,  you  feel  ACHIEVEMENT 
ia  extremely  importan,  than  you  would  makr  G  on  the  anawar  ahaet.  Indicata  only 
how  important  aach  factor  ia  to  you,  not  how  aatiafiad  you  currently  ara  with  each 
factor  in  your  organization. 

94.  ACHIEVEMENT  -  Feelinga  of  accompliahment  danvad  from  Job  performance.  The 
pride  and  plaaaura  aaaociatad  with  a  Job  well  done. 

95.  ASSIGNMENT  LOCALITY  -  The  deairability  of  tha  currant  aeaignment  locality. 
Includea  characteristic*  of  tha  baae  aa  well  aa  character iatica  of  tha 
aurrounding  community. 

96.  COMMITMENT  -  A  feel  or  beliaf  that  tha  Air  Force  miaaion  ia  important  to  our 
country.  Dedication  to  the  aiaaion.  Acceptance  of  tha  Air  Force  aa  a  way  of 
life.  Purpose  for  belonging  to  the  Air  Force  goes  beyond  monetary  reward. 

97.  COMMUNICATION  -  Adequacy  of  communication  structure.  Free  flow  of  dialogue 
up,  down  and  across  organisational  atructura.  well  defined  feedback  loops. 

98.  CONCERN  FOR  INDIVIDUAL  -  Belief  that  management  cares  about  tha  welfare  of 
aach  parson.  Tha  parson  ia  not  treated  as  Just  another  worker  but  a*  a  unique 
individual. 
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IMPORTANT 
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99.  CONFIDENCE  IN  MANAGEMENT  -  Belief  that  laadara  make  the  right  decisions  most 
of  the  time.  Management  is  heading  in  the  right  direction. 

100.  CONTRIBUTION/PARTICIPATION  -  The  feeling  that  the  individual's  work  is  valu¬ 
able  to  the  Air  Force.  The  individual  has  an  impact  on  the  mission.  The 
individual  is  a  part  of  the  decision  and  management  procasaas,  and  assists 
in  establishing  the  goals  of  the  organization. 

101.  GROUP  COHESION/WORKER  RELATIONS  -  The  compatibility  of  workers.  Includes 
characteristics  of  coworkers  such  as  how  friendly,  cooperative,  competent, 
and  sociable  they  are. 

102.  IDENTIFICATION  -  Individual  considers  himself /herself  as  a  member  of  a 
special  group.  The  individual  is  not  only  a  worker  but  also  a  part  of  the 
Air  Force  and  unit. 

103.  INDEPENDENCE  -  The  chance  for  the  individual  to  plan  and  carry  out  work 
activities  rather  than  be  directed  by  others.  The  chance  to  work  with 
minimal  supervision,  and  to  have  some  independence  in  planning  and  imple¬ 
menting  work. 

104.  INTEREST  -  The  chance  to  perform  work  activities  which  are  consistent  with 
personal  preferences  or  interests.  The  chance  to  do  work  which  is  pleasur¬ 
able. 

105.  ORGANIZATIONAL  EFFECTIVENESS  -  The  quality  and  quantity  of  work  is  consis¬ 
tent  with  the  capabilities  of  the  organizational  pemonnel.  Productivity  is 
at  the  highest  level;  people  are  doing  the  best  they  can. 

106.  PAY  AND  BENEFITS/ECONOMIC  SECURITY  -  The  level  of  pay  and  the  desirability 
of  military/civilian  service  benefits.  Included  (as  applicable)  are  incen¬ 
tive  pay,  retirement,  medical  care  or  insurance,  BX,  commissary,  etc. 

Feeling  that  the  job  is  secure  even  if  economic  situation  changes.  The 
feeling  that  basic  needs  will  be  met. 

107.  PERSONAL  GROWTH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  -  The  opportunity  for  self-fulfillment  in 
the  job.  The  chance  to  “grow"  in  the  job,  by  developing  new  interests  and 
skills. 

10B.  PROMOTION  OPPORTUNITY  -  Ths  operation  of  the  military /civilian  service 
promotion  system.  Includes  opportunity  for  promotion,  the  criteria  for 
promotion,  etc. 

109.  RECOGNITION  -  The  opportunity  to  obtain  clear  recognition  or  appreciation  for 
work  activities.  This  acknowledgement  may  coma  from  sources  inside  the  A  r 
Force  (euch  as  supervisor,  unit  commander,  etc.)  or  outside  the  Air  Forfe 
(community,  family,  etc.).  Included  is  recognition  based  on  the  work  per¬ 
formed  rather  than  the 

position  occupied. 

110.  RESPONSIBILITY  -  The  amount  of  responsibility  for  your  actions,  decisions, 
and  their  consequences.  Includes  responsibility  lor  the  welfare  of  people, 
for  accomplishment  of  a  mission,  for  tools  or  equipment  and  other  property, 
or  for  financial  assets. 
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NOT 

AT  ALL 
IMPORTANT 


MODERATELY 

IMPORTANT 


EXTREMELY 

IMPORTANT 


ABC 


D 


E 


P 


G 


111.  SUPERVISION  -  The  ability  of  the  boa*  or  suparviaor  to  handla  human  or  aocial 
aituationa  on  tha  job.  Tha  amount  of  concern  diaplayed  by  auperviaor  for  the 
welfare  of  hia/her  people.  The  competence  diaplayed  by  auperviaor  dealing 
with  technical  problema  encountered  in  the  job.  Suparviaor 'a  ability  to 
develop  technical  akilla  in  hia/her  people. 

112.  UTILIZATION  -  The  extent  to  which  the  job  makea  uae  of  individual  abilitiea, 
training,  and  expertiaa. 

113.  WORKING  CONDITIONS  -  Charactanatici  of  immediate  work  area,  auch  aa 
lighting,  noiae  level,  claanlineaa,  wbrk  apace,  etc.  Alao  included  are 
characteriatica  auch  aa  duty  houra  and  time  off. 


SECTION  III 


Refer  to  tha  ladder  illuatrated  below.  Regarding  your  working  environment 
(including  the  nature  of  the  job,  worker  relatione,  etc.),  auppoae  that  the  top  of 
the  ladder  (atep  A)  repreaenta  the  beat  poaaible  work  life  end  the  bottom  (etep  G) 
the  worat  poaaible  work  life. 

114.  Where  on  the  ladder  do  you  feel  you  atand  at  the  preaent  time?  Select  the 
letter  that  correaponda  to  your  anawer. 

115.  Where  on  the  ladder  would  you  aay  you  atood  one  year  ago? 

116.  Where  do  you  think  you  will  be  on  the  ladder  one  year  from  now? 


Looking  at  the  ladder  again,  auppoae  the  beat  poaaible  unit 

ia  at  the  top  and  worat  poaaible  unit  at  the  bottom. 

117.  Where  would  you  put  your  unit  on  the  ladder  at 
the  preaent  time 7 

118.  Where  do  you  th ink  your  unit  atood  one  year  ago? 

If  you  feel  you  have  not  been  in  your  unit  long 
enough  to  give  a  good  evaluation,  mark  reeponee 
*H*  on  tha  anawer  aheet  for  Itam  118. 

119.  Juat  aa  your  beat  gueaa.  where  do  you  think  your 
unit  will  be  on  the  ladder  one  year  from  now? 


SECTION  IV 


For  the  following  questions  choose  the  response  that  best  raflacta  your  faalinga 
about  your  30b.  Darken  tha  latter  that  moat  accurately  raflacta  your  Faalinga. 

120.  WHICH  ONE  OF  THE  FOLLOWING  SHOWS  HOW  MUCH  OF  THE  TIME  YOU  FEEL  SATISFIED  WITH 
YOUR  JOB? 

A.  All  the  time 

B.  Moat  of  tha  time 

C.  A  good  deal  of  tha  time 

D.  About  half  of  tha  time 

E.  Occasionally 
.  F.  Seldom 

G-  Never 

121.  CHOOSE  THE  ONE  OF  THE  FOLLOWING  STATEMENTS  WHICH  BEST  TELLS  HOW  WELL  YOU  LIKE 
YOUR  JOB. 

A.  I  hata  it 

B.  I  dislike  it 

C.  I  don't  like  it 

D.  I  am  indifferent  to  it 

E.  I  like  it 

F.  I  am  enthusiastic  about  it 

G.  I  love  it 

122.  WHICH  ONE  OF  THE  FOLLOWING  BEST  TELLS  HOW  YOU  FEEL  ABOUT  CHANGING  YOUR  JOB? 

A.  I  would  quit  this  30b  at  once  if  I  could 

B.  I  would  taka  almost  any  other  30b  in  which  I  could  earn  as  much  as  I  am 

earning  now 

C.  I  would  like  to  change  both  my  30b  and  my  occupation 

D.  I  would  like  to  exchange  my  present  30b  for  another  one 

E.  I  am  not  eager  to  change  my  30b,  but  I  would  do  so  if  I  could  get  a 
batter  Job 

F.  I  cannot  think  of  any  30bs  for  which  I  would  exchange 

G.  I  would  not  exchange  my  30b  for  any  other 

123.  WHICH  ONE  OF  THE  FOLLOWING  SHOWS  HOW  YOU  THINK  YOU  COMPARE  WITH  OTHER  PEOPLE? 

A.  No  one  likes  his  30b  better  than  I  like  mine 

B.  I  like  my  30b  much  better  than  most  people  like  theirs 

C.  I  like  my  30b  better  than  most  people  like  theirs 

D-  I  like  my  30b  about  as  well  as  most  people  like  theirs 

E.  I  dislike  my  30b  more  than  most  people  dislike  theirs 

F.  I  dislike  my  30b  much  more  than  most  people  dislike  theirs 

G.  No  one  dislikes  his  30b  more  than  I  dislike  mine 

124.  To  which  group  do  you  belong? 

A.  Second  Lieutenant  -  Captain 

B.  Ma:or  -  Colonel 

C.  Airmen  Basic  -  Senior  Airman 

D.  Sergeant  -  Technical  Sergeant 

E.  Master  Sergeant  -  Chief  Maeter  Sergeant 

F.  GS,GM  12-1S.  WS  14-19.  WL-15,  UA-12 

G.  GS  7-1!.  WS  8-13,  WL  6-14.  WG  12-15.  WP  17-18,  LA  7-11 

H.  GS  5-6.  WS  1-7,  WL  1-5.  WG  9-11,  WP  11-16.  LA  5-6 

I.  GS  1-4.  WG  1-8,  WP  4-10,  UA  1-4.  all  AS.  NA,  NL 

125-  Are  you  t  supervisor  in  your  present  30b? 


SECTION  V 


you  are  a  civilian  employee,  omit  item*  126, 


127  and  128. 


What  i»  your  sex? 

A.  Male 
B-  female 

what  i*  your  racial  or  ethnic  background? 

A.  American  Indian 

B.  Black  Black  American  Afro  American 

C.  Caucasian,  White  'Ct.ier  than  Spanieh  ipeakmg) 

D.  Or  lental / Or lentai  American  Asian  American,  Chinese,  Filipino,  Japanese 
Korean 

E.  Spanish  speaking  origin  Jhuano,  ?uban,  Latin  American,  Mexican 
American.  Puerto  Ficani 

F.  Other 

What  is  your  aeronautical  rating? 

A.  Not  applicable 

B.  Support  Officer 

C.  Pilot 

D.  Navigator 

E.  Missileer 


SECTION  VI 
SAC  CE  TEST 


In  which  Civil  Engineering  branch  do  you  work? 

A.  Operations 

B.  Engineering  and  Environment  Planning 

C.  Fire  Department 
0.  Other 

Where  are  you  stationed? 

A.  Pease  AFB 

B.  Coring  AB 

C.  Malmstrom  AFB 

D.  Dyess  AFB 

i  A  f  t 
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Appendix  B:  Survey  Part  LL 


CONTINUATION  OF  ORGANIZATIONAL  CLIMATE  SURVEY 

For  the  following  questions,  you  are  going  to  be  asked  for 
your  opinion  concerning  various  aspects  of  your  work  group. 
WORK  GROUP  is  defined  as  all  persons  who  report  to  the  same 
supervisor  as  you  do. 

For  the  following  questions,  choose  the  response  that  best 
reflects  the  correct  answer  and  mark  it  on  the  answer  sheet 
that  you  have  been  using. 


131.  How  long  have  you  been  In  your  present  job  position? 

(A)  less  than  3  months 

(B)  3  months  but  less  than  6  months 

(C)  6  months  but  less  than  1  year 

(D)  1  year  but  less  than  2  years 

(E)  2  years  but  less  than  3  years 

(F)  3  years  or  more 

132.  What  Is  the  size  of  your  work  group? 

(A)  less  than  5  personnel 

(B)  6-10  personnel 

(C)  11-15  personnel 

(D)  16-20  personnel 

(E)  21-25  personnel 

(F)  26-35  personnel 

(G)  more  than  35  personnel 


Following  are  a  series  of  statements  about  your  work  group. 
Use  the  scale  below  to  indicate  how  much  you  agree  or 
disagree  with  each  statement.  Continue  using  the  same 
answer  sheet. 


Strongly 

Slightly 

Slightly 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree 

Disagree 

Agree  Agree 

Agree 

A - 

- B - 

_  -  _  -  -  -  - 

- D - E - 

- F 

133.  I  feel  a  responsibility  towards  my  work  group. 

134.  My  work  group  always  gets  maximum  output  from 
available  resources  (e.g.,  personnel  and  material). 

135.  People  in  my  work  group  are  never  afraid  to  speak 
their  minds  about  issues  and  problems  that  affect 
them. 

136.  I  can  not  wait  until  I  get  moved  to  another  work 
group  in  this  squadron. 

137.  The  communication  between  my  supervisor  and  myself  is 
good . 

138.  I  often  have  the  chance  to  do  things  my  own  way. 

139.  I  feel  I  am  really  part  of  my  work  group. 

140.  My  direct  supervisor  seeks  the  advice  of  our  work 
group  on  Important  matters  before  going  ahead  with  a 
decision. 

141.  I  would  describe  the  atmosphere  in  my  work  group  as 
friendly  and  relaxed. 

142.  Within  my  work  group,  the  people  most  affected  by 
decisions  frequently  participate  in  making  those 
dec  is  i  ons . 

143.  The  QUANTITY  of  output  of  my  work  group  is  very  high. 

144.  My  co-workers  do  not  know  how  to  treat  people. 

145.  All  in  all,  I  like  the  people  in  my  work  group. 

146.  Members  of  my  work  group  freely  communicate  with  one 
another . 

147.  My  work  group  is  allowed  significant  degree  of 
Influence  in  decisions  regarding  the  way  we  do  our 
job . 


Strongly  Slightly 

Disagree  Disagree  Disagree 


SI  ightly 

Agree 


Agree 


Strong  1 y 

Agree 


8.  If  I  had  the  chance  to  do  the  same  kind  of  work  for 
the  same  pay  In  another  work  group,  I  would  still 
stay  here  in  this  work  group. 

9.  There  are  clear  channels  of  communication  in  my  work 
group . 

Most  work  groups  in  the  squadron  get  along  better 
than  my  work  group. 

I  can  expect  that  suggestions  I  make  will  be  heard 
and  seriously  considered. 

Overall,  I  am  satisfied  with  my  job. 

I  feel  accepted  by  the  members  of  my  work  group. 

My  direct  supervisor  insists  that  members  of  our  work 
group  follow,  to  the  letter,  all  policies  and 
procedures  that  are  handed  down. 

Each  day  I  look  forward  to  being  with  the  members  of 
my  work  group. 

My  supervisor  provides  all  the  necessary  information 
for  me  to  do  my  job  effectively. 

There  is  a  high  spirit  of  teamwork  among  my 
co-workers . 

I  am  allowed  a  significant  degree  of  influence  in 
decisions  regarding  the  way  1  do  my  job. 

My  dir  ect  supervisor  usually  asks  for  my  opinions  and 
thoughts  in  decisions  affecting  my  work. 

My  direct  supervisor  makes  an  effort  to  help  people  in 
the  work  group  with  their  personal  problems. 

The  QUALITY  of  output  of  my  work  group  is  very  high. 

.62.  I  feel  I  am  strongly  committed  to  my  work  group. 

63.  My  work  group's  performance,  in  comparison  to  similar 
work  groups,  is  very  high. 

.64.  Members  of  my  work  group  take  a  personal  interest  in 
one  another . 


v.v.V  v/-' ", 


Strongly  Slightly 

Disagree  Disagree  Disagree 


Slightly 

Agree  Agree 


Strongly 

Agree 


When  high  priority  work  arises,  such  as  short 
suspenses  or  schedule  changes,  the  people  in  my  work 
group  do  an  OUTSTANDING  job  in  handling  these 
situations. 


Your  participation  in  this  survey  is  greatly  appreciated. 
Your  answers  will  be  kept  confidential.  Thank  you. 


Now,  please  return  both  questionnaires  and  the  answer  sheet 
to  the  individual  that  gave  them  to  you. 
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Variable 


Quest  ion 


Size 

132 

Supervision 

1,  14,  23,  42, 

88,  154,  160 

Unit  Development 

117,  118,  119 

Uti 1 ization 

22,  43,  58,  74 

Working  Conditions 

12,  54,  72,  84 

Work  Life 

114,  115,  116 

Appendix  D 


Program 


TITLE  ’Thesis  Research  Oats  Analysis  Program’ 

FILE  MANOLE  THESDATA/  NAHE • *  comb . dal  * 

OATA  LIST  FILE-THESDATA  FIXED  RECORDS-3/ 

super  1 . comml ,achl .  cmt  1 .gpcohl .real .perkl . asgn  1  , !dl , pr omol , 
mgtconl  .wconl . Inc on l  .super2,rolel , ac  h2 , gpcoh2 ,  1 ndp I  ,  V  nt I , 
or g off l , dev  1 .  ut ! ,3uper3.a3gn2.perk2.role2.ach3,res2, comm 2 , 
ro)r3  ,  lncon2,mgtcon2.pr  omo  2  ,ro1e4  ,gpcoh3,  1  d2  .  mg  Icon  3  .reel  , 

I  n  t2  .  1  nd  p2.org  of  f  2  .  super  4  ,ut2.cmt2.c  omm3  ,  r  o  1  o5  ,  gpcoh4  ,  1  ncon3  , 
res3 . » d3 , per  k  3 . dev 2 . mgtcon4,wcon?.super5.orgeff3.res4.ut3,ach4, 

Int2.asgn3. dev  3,rec2.  Indp3.cmt3.super6.cmt4, pro«o3 ,  1 ncon4 . 1 nt4 , 

«;uper  7,wcon3.gpcoh5.ut4,dev4,  1ndp4  .  dev5 ,  comm  4  tsuper8,asgn4,  cmtS  , 
or gef  f  4 , comm 5 , wconi ,perk4 ,  1nt5.rec3.super9. promo 4 , ut5 . r ec4 , or gef f 5 , 

3  s  g  n  5 . 1 mach .  I ma  sgn  .  1 mcmt .  1 mcomm .  I m I  neon ,  1 mmgtcon ,  1 mrol e , 1 mgpeoh , 
imld.  imtndp,  Imlnt,  1  morgef f  .  imperk  ,  1  mdev  .  1  mpr  omo  .  Idirsc,  Imres,  Imsuper  , 
i mu t .  1 mwcon  tw1  1 f  s I  ,wl  1 f  e2 . w 1  I f e3 , u n 1 1 1  . un  I  tZ . un 1 13 , Jobs a 1 1 , Job sa t2 , 
Jobsat3,Jobsat4, rank, boss, sex. race. rating, branch. base, x  Jobpos ,nt!z«, 
xgpeoh 1 .xgrpeffl , xcomm I , xgp coh 2 . x comm 2 , xr o  1  e  1 .xgpeoh 3, xrole2.xgpcoh4, 
xro 1 e3 , xgrpeff2 , xgpcohS . xgpcoh6 , xcomm 3 . xr o 1 e4 , xgpeoh 7 , xcomm 4 , xgp coh 8 , 
xcomm 5 . xjobsatl ,xgpcoh9, xsuper 1 , xgp  coh 1 0 , xcomm6 , xgpeoh I  1  ,xrole5,xro1e6, 
xsuper2,xgrpeff3,xgpcohl2,xgrpeff4,xgpcohl3,xgrpeff5 
( 72F 1 .0/67F 1 .0/26F 1 .0) 

COHMf NT 

COMMENT  Recode  reverse  coded  questions. 

COMMENT  ••.*•••••••*••*•*••*•-••**•*•*•**•*•*•**••••***•*••*•*•**•••• 

RECODE  ach 1 , 1 nt l . super 3 , ro 1 e2 , role4 , ld2 , 1 nt2 , orgef f 2 , ut2 , comm 3 , res 3 . 

mgtc on 4 , super  5 ,res4,ach4,asgn3.  1 ndp 3 . super 6 , 1  neon 4 ,wcon3 , ut4 , 
dev  4 , dev 5 . super  8 . orgef f 4 , promo 4 , r ec  4 , or gef f 5 ,  wl Ifel ,  wl 1fe2, 
wl  1  f e3 . un 1 1 1 , un 1 12 , un 1 13 . Jobsat 1 , Jobsat4  (1*7)  (2*6)  ( 3*5 ) 

(4-4)  (5-3)  (6-2)  (7-1)/ 

xgpcoh2 , xgpcoh5 , xgpcohS , xsuper 1  (1-6)  (2-5)  (3*4)  (4*3) 

(5-2>  (6-1) 

COMMENT  . . •• . 

COMMENT  Recode  missing  values. 

COMMENT 

RECODE  pr omol  , promo 2 . mgtc on  4 . comm5 , rec4 , xcomm5 . xsuper 1  ( MISS  I NG*3  > / 

perkl . idl , Inti , per  k2 . Incon2.role4 ,mgtcon3.recl ,cmt2,dev2.rec2. Inc on 4, 
ut  4  .  per  k  4 ,  1nt5,wl  ifel ,Jobsat3, xgrpeffl , x comml  , xgpeoh 2 , xcomm2 . xro 1 e l , 
xgpeoh 3, xrole2,xgpcoh4,xro1e3,xgrpeff2,xgpcoh5, xrole4, xgpeoh  7 , xcomm 4 , 
xgpcohS, xjobsatl .xgpeoh 10. xcomm6 , xgpeoh 1 1 ,xro1e5,xrole6. xsuper 2 .  xgrpef f  3 , 
xgpcohl2.xgrpeff4 . xgpeoh 13  (MISSING-4)/ 

super  1  , emt 1  .gpcohl  ,  1 d2 . r o 1 e5 , comm 4 ,w1  lfe2.wl  1fe3.unIt2,xgpcohl . xgp  coh 6 , 
xcomm 3 , xgp coh 9 , xgrpeffS  (MISSING -5)/ 

Immgtcon  (MISSING-6)/ 

COMMENT 

COMMENT  Compute  composite  variables  (total  survey). 

COMMENT  . . . . . 

COMPUTE  ach-(achl»ach2»ach3*ach4  > 

COMPUTE  asgn-(asgnl*asgn2*asgn3*asgn4*asgn5> 

COMPUTE  cmt-<cmtl^cmt2*cmt3^cmt4*cmt5> 

COMPUTE  comm-<  comml ♦comm2*comm3*comm4^comm5^xcomml ♦xcommZ^ xcomm 3* 

xcomm 4 ♦ xcommS*  xcomm 6 ) 

COMPUTE  lncon-(  1  neon  1 ♦ 1 ncon2 ♦ 1 ncon3* 1 ncon4 ) 

COMPUTE  mgtc on- ( mgtc on  1 ♦ mgtc on 2 ♦mgtc on  3 ♦mgtc on 4 > 

COMPUTE  ro1e-<rolel*role2*ro1e3*ro!e4^role5^xrolel^xro1e2*xrole3* 

xrole4*xrole5*xro1e6 ) 

COMPUTE  gpcoh-(gpcohl*gpcoh2*gpcoh3^gpcoh4*gpcoh5^xgpcohl*xgpcoh2* 

xgpcoh3»xgpcoh4*xgpcoh5*xgpcoh6^xgpcoh7  ♦xgpcohS* 
xgpcoh9*xgpcohl0*xgpcohll*xgpcoh 12 ♦xgpeoh 1 3 ) 

COMPUTE  1d-(  Idl ♦  1d2*  id3  ) 

COMPUTE  1  ndp*  <  IndpI ♦  1ndp2» 1ndp3* lndp4 ) 

COMPUTE  1  nt* (  1 nt 1 ♦ 1 nt2 ♦ 1 nt3 ♦ 1 nt 4 ♦ 1 ntS ) 

COMPUTE  orgef f •( orgef f 1 ♦orgef f 2 ♦or gef f 3 ♦or gef f 4 ♦or gef f 5 > 

COMPUTE  perk*(perkl^perk2^perk3»perk4 ) 

COMPUTE  dev*(devl *dev2  *dev 3 *dev4 *dev5 ) 

COMPUTE  promo* ( promo  1 ♦ pr omo2 *pr omo 3 *pr omo 4 ) 

COMPUTE  rec*(recl*rec2*rec3»rec4  ) 


COMPUTE 

COMPUTE 

COMPUTE 

COMPUTE 

COMPUTE 

COMPUTE 

COMPUTE 

COMPUTE 

COMMENT 

COMMENT 

COMMENT 

COMPUTE 

COMPUTE 

COMPUTE 


COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMMENT 
COMMENT 
COMMENT 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMPUTE 
COMr JTE 
COMMENT 
COMMENT 
COMMENT 
REL I AB 1 1 I  TV 


res"(resl*res2*res3^res4> 

super  "(super  I*super2*super3*super  4  ♦  super  5  ♦  super  6  ♦  t  uper  7*  super 
super  9 ♦  <  s  uper 1  *xsuper2 ) 
ut»(utl*ut2*ut3*ut4*ut5  ) 
wcon«(wconl ♦wcon2+wcon3*wcon4 ) 
w 1 i f e* ( w 1 I f el ♦wl 1 f e2  *wl ife3> 
unlt"<unltl»un1tZ*un1t3) 

jobsat" ( Jobsat 1 ♦ jobsat2*Jobsat3*Jobs«t4*xJobs»tl  ) 
grpef f ■< xgrpef f l ♦ xgrpef f 2 ♦ xgrpef f 3* xgrpef f 4* xgrpef f 5 > 


Compute  composite  variables  (my  questions). 


xcomm"  (  xcomm 1 ♦ x comm 2 ♦ x  comm3 ♦ x comm4 ♦ x comm 5 ♦ x comm 6 ) 
x r  o  1  e"  ( xrolel ♦xro!e2*xrole3*xrole4*xrole5*xro1eS  ) 
xgpcoh"(xgpcohl*xgpcoh2*-xgpcoh34xgpcoh4^xgpcoh5*xgpcoh6* 

xgpcoh7*xgpcoh8^xgpcoh9*xgpcohlJB«-xgpcohll*xgpcoM2^ 
x  gpcoh 1 3 ) 

xsuper • ( xsuper 1 *xsuper2) 
x  jobsat«x Jobsat 1 
xgrpef f -grpef f 


Compute  composite  variables  ( OCS  questions). 


oach-ach 
oasgn"asgn 
ocmt *cmt 

ocomm* ( comm- xcomm ) 

o  I  neon" I  neon 

omgtcon-mg tcon 

orole"( role-xrole) 

ogpcob- ( gpcoh- xgpeoh  ) 

o 1 d-  1  d 

o I ndp" I ndp 

o  I  nt- 1 nt 

oorgeff "or gef f 

operk"per k 

odev-dev 

opr omo"promo 

or ec-rec 

orti'r as 

osuper*( super-xsuper ) 

Output 

owcon«wcon 

ow 1  I f e»w 1  I f e 

oun  1 1 «un  1 1 

ojobsat«<  Jobsat-x Jobset ) 


Perform  reliability  analysis. 


VAR  I ABL ES"ach 1  . ach2 . ach3  .  acH4  / 

SCAL E < ach > «ach  1  TO  ach4/ 

VAR IABLES*asgnl.as9n2.asgn3.asgn4.asgnS/ 

SCAL E ( asgn > «asgn 1  TO  atgnS/ 

VAR  1 ABL  ES»cmt l  . emt 2 . emt  3 . cmt4 . cmtS/ 

SCAL E ( emt  )  "emt 1  TO  cmtS/ 

VAR  1 ABL  ES*comm 1  . comm 2 . comm 3 , comm 4 . commS/ 

SCALE ( comm ) "comml  TO  commS/ 

VAR IABLES"xcomm 1 . xcomm 2 . xcomm 3 . xcomm 4 , x commS . x commS/ 
SCAL E ( xcomm )« x comml  TO  xcommS/ 

VARIABLES*  Inconi . lncon2. lncon3 , 1ncon4/ 

SCAL E (  1  neon  )• I  neon  1  TO  lncon4/ 

VAR lABLES«mgtcon 1 . mg t c on 2 . mgt con 3 .mg tcon 4/ 

SCAL E ( mgt con ) "mgteon l  TO  mgtcon4/ 

VAR lABLES*rolel.rol#2.ro1e3,role4.roleS/ 

SCAL E ( r o 1 e ) "r o 1 e 1  TO  ro'«5/ 

VAR lA8LES*xro1el . xrote2 . xro1e3.xro)e4,xrolmS.xroleS/ 
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SCAL E t nr o 1 e  )  • v r o 1 e l  TO  «rol«6/ 

VAR lABLES-gpcohl .gpcoh? . gp coh 3 , gpeoh4 , gpcohS/ 

SCAL E < gpcoh  ) -gpcoh 1  TO  gpcoh5/ 

STATISTICS  123489 

REL IA8ILITY  VAR IABLES-xgpcohl , xgpcoh2 , xgpcoh3 . x gpcoh 4 , xgpcohS , xgpcoh6 , 

xgpcoh7.xgpcoh0.xgpcoh9,xgpcohl£,xgpcohl 1 , 
x gpcoh 1 2 , xgpcoh 1 3/ 

SCAl E < xgpcoh )• xgp coh l  TO  xgpcohl3/ 

VAR IABLES- ldl  .  Id2  .  1d3/ 

SCAL  E  <  id  >- ldl  TO  1d3/ 

VAR  IABLES- 1  ndp  l  .  tr>dp2  .  I ndp 3.  1ndp4/ 

SCALE <  1  ndp  )•  1  ndp 1  TO  Indp4/ 

VAR IA8LES-1ntl  .  \ntZ  .  1  nt3  .  1  nt4  .  IntS/ 

SCALE  Mnt  >•  Inti  TO  IntS/ 

VAR lABLES-orgeffl , orgeff2,orgeff3.orgeff4 , or gef f 5/ 

SCAL E < or gef f ) -or gef f 1  TO  orgeffS/ 

VAR IABLES*perk 1 . per  k  2 ,perk3,pfrk4/ 

SCAL E < per k  )  »per k 1  TO  perk4/ 

VAR IABLES*dev 1 , dev  2 .  de  v  3 . dev  4 , d©  v5  / 

SCAL E < dev > *dev 1  TO  devS/ 

VAR  I ABL  ES -pr  omo 1  . promo 2 . pro«o3 , pr o«o4 / 

SCAL E < pr omo > *pr omo l  TO  promo4/ 

VAR IABlES*recl .rec2.rec3.rcc4/ 

SC AL E I r ec  > *r ec 1  TO  r  ec  4  / 

VARIABlES*r©sl  .reiZ.rejl ,rei4/ 

SCAL E ( r es > *r ei 1  TO  res4/ 

STATISTICS  123489 

RELIABILITY  VAR IABlES*super 1  , super  ? , 9up«r  3 . sup«r 4 , f up«rS , Sup«r  S , sup«r  7 , 

super  8 . super  9/ 

SCAl E < super  )• super  1  TO  sup«r9/ 

VAR !ABLES«xsuperl .xiuperj/ 

SCAL E l *  super  )« x super  1  TO  xsu per?/ 

VAR !ABLES-utl .ut2.ut3.ut4.ut5/ 

SCAL  E  <  u t >-utl  TO  u  t  5 / 

VAR IABLES -wcon l . wcon2.wcon3,wcon4/ 

SCAL E < wc on ) «wc on l  TO  wcon4/ 

VARIABLES-wl  If©l.w1»fe2.wllf©3/ 

SCALE  1  wH  f  e  )  *w1  I  f  el  TO  wllfe3/ 

VAR IABLES-unlti . unltZ.unftJ/ 

SCALE<  un It (•unltl  TO  unit]/ 

VAR IA8lES*Jobsatl.Jobsatr.Jobsat3,Job»et4,xJob*atl/ 

SCALE  I Jobiat ) ■ Jobsat 1  TO  xjobsatl/ 

VAR  IABlES*xgrpeffl  ,xgrpeff2,xgrpeff3, xgrpef f 4 , xgrp©ff5/ 

SCAL E 1 xgr pef f ) • xgr pef f 1  TO  xgrpeffS/ 

STATIStICS  1  2  3  4  B  9 
Comment  . 

COMMENT  Perform  t-test. 

COMMENT  . 

T  TEST  GR0UPS*bas©l2.S)/'/AR!ABlES*ach.asgn,  cmt  ,  comm  .  Incon.mgtcon, 

rote. gpcoh.  Id.  Indp.  Int .orgeff .p«rk  .dev, pr  omo ,r©c. res. super, 
ut .  wcon ,wl  if#  .unit  .  JobSRt . gr pef  f  / 

T-TEST  GROURS*bas©<2.5>/VARIA8lES*  xcomm , xro1« , xgpcoh , xiuptr  . 

xjobsat.xgrpeff  Kf lie/ 

T-TEST  GROURS*base<2.5> /VAR IABlES*oach,oasgn . ocmt , ocomm . o 1  neon , 

omg t  c  on . or o 1 • . ogpeoh .oid.olndp.olnt, oor  g ©f  f .optrk . odev , opr omo . or ec , or  ©a , 
osuper.out. owe on , ow 1 I f  © , oun 1 1 . o  Job  sa  t / 

COMME  NT  ••••• . . 

COMMENT  Perform  regression  analysis. 

COMMENT  • 

REGRESSION  VARS*  xcomm . xrote. xgpeoh . xiuptr , x Jobset . xgrpmff . x  Jobpos . 

«  e  i  ie/OEP*xgrpeff/ENTER 

REGRESSION  VARS*  xcomm . xrole.xgpcoh.xiuper  .  xjobsat.xgrpeff, xjobpoi, 

xs  I  re  .  unit ,orgeff/OEP*xgrpeff/ENTER 

COMMENT  . . . . . . ••••••••*••••••  >••• 

COMMENT  Compute  frequencies. 

COMMENT  . . . 
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FREQUENCIES  VAR  I ABl ES-super l  TO  xgrpeffS/ 

VAR lAfllES-ach  TO  grpeff/ 

STATISTICS-ALL/ 

COMMENT  . . . . . . . . 

COMMENT  Compute  Ptirson  corrtlit Ion. 

COMMENT  . . . . . 

PEARSON  CORR  achl.ach2,ach3.ach4,1macb.as9nl ,ii9n2.ii9n3,iiq"< 
imasgn.cmtl  ,cmt2.cmt3,cmt4.  cmt  5  .  iMcnt.c  om*  1  .  c  omm2  .  c  o««  3  .  c  o«»4  .  z'  mm%  . 
x  comm  t  ,  x  comm  2  ,  x  c  omm3  .  x  comm  4  ,  x  comm  5  .  xcomm6  ,  inconl  ,  lncon2  incon] 
mg  t  con  I  .  mg  t  con  2  ,mgtcon3,mgtcon4.  1  mmg t  c  on  .rolfl  ,roU2  ,rol*1  ^o'*<  r  o  '  e 
xr  o  1  •  I  ,  xrole2,xrole3.*rol#4,xro't5,*ro'eS.gpcoh|  ,gpcoh2.  gp  co^3  q  p  o*  4 
t  mgpcoH  , xgpcoh l  ,  xgpcoh2  ,  xgpcoh]  ,  xgpco^4  .  «gpcohS  ,  <gpcohfc  .  *gpcon  "  «  qp  '  r» 

xgpcohS.xgpcohliJ.xgpcohll  ,  xgpcoh  I  2  .  xgpcoh  1  3  .  *  d  l  ,  '  d2  .  '03.  '  m  i  d  ,  1  "ip 
'  ndp3  .  tndp4,  tmlndp.  Inti  .  1  nt2  ,  1nt3.  'nt4.  IntS ,  im'nt.org#f*l  . or  qe*  0 T  *  j 
orgef  f  4  .orgeffS  ,  1  m  or  geff.perkl  .  p*rk?  .per  k  3  ,  p»rfc  4  .  i  np«r  b  . de v  1  la,,'1 
de v 5  ,  Imdev.pr omo I  , p  r omo2 . pr omo  3 . p  r o«o 4  .  » me r o«o . ^  tc i  ^  tc  3  r  +  •  * 

real  .re52.res3.re54.  Imres,  super  1  ,sup*r  ’  .  s  o  p  ^  -  j  .  *  w  p  e r  4  .  a^pe^S  a  *  ►>  • 

super  9  .  super?  ,  imsuper  ,  xsuper  1  .  *super2.«jtl  .  <j  ♦  2  .  j  *  3  .  jt  4  . 

wcon2  ,wcon3.wcon4,  I  mwe  on.wl  Ifel  .wl  I  f  eC  .  w  1  ,fe3.unu  ,  .  ^  n  *  t  2  u  ~  •  •  «• 

Jobsat2.Jobsat3.  Jobsat4,xjobsatl  .  »grpe#l  1  .  «} r  r  e  ♦  f  2  ir’P*"  3  .  ;•  :  •  *  #  < 
rank, boss. se*. race, rating. branch. bas-  *  Jobpos .  <s'i* 
a c h  TO  gr pef f / 

STATISTICS  I 
FINISH 
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Appendix  E: 


Composite  Variables 


Dependent  Variable 

Group  Cohesion 

Independent  Variable 

Communication 

r  =  0.76 

p  =  0.00 

Group  Effectiveness 

r  -  0 . 62 

p  =  0.00 

Group  Size 

r  =  -0.05 

p  =  0.23 

Job  Position  Tenure 

r  =  -0.09 

p  =  0.24 

Job  Satisfaction 

r  =  0.67 

p  -  0.00 

Ro  1  es 

r  =  0.71 

p  =  0.00 

Supervision 

r  =  0 . 46 

p  =  0.00 

r  =  Pearson  Correlation  Values 
P  =  Correlation  Probability  Values 


FREQUENCIES  VAR  I A8L  ES*super 1  TO  xgrpeffS/ 

VAR JABlES-acb  TO  grpeff/ 

STATISTICS-ALL/ 

COMMENT 

COMMENT  Compute  Pterson  correlation. 

COMMENT  ••••••••eee* 

PEARSON  CORR  achi.ach2.ach3.ach4. tmach , asgnl .aagnZ ,lign3.«sgn4 ,asgnS, 
Imasgn.cmtl  *  cmt2  ,  emt  3  •  cult  4  ,  emt  5  .  I  went .  come  I  ,  comm2  •  comm  3  •  comm  4  ,  comm5  ,  1  mcomm , 
x comm I . kcoimi2 . xcomm3 . x  comm 4 , xcomm5 , xconimS ,  I  neon  1 , I  neon 2 , 1  neon 3 . I  neon 4 ,  I m  f  neon • 
mgteon 1 . mg t con 2 . mg t con 3 , mg t con 4 , tmmgtcon , ro 1  el ,role2.role3,role4.role5,  tmrola. 
xrolel , xro 1 e2 , xro1e3 . xro 1 e4 , xroleS , xro left .gpcoh 1 ,gpcoh2 .gpcoh 3 , gpcoh 4 . gpcoh 5 , 
ImgpcoH , x gpcoh 1 . xgpcoh2 . xgpcoh3 . x gpcoh 4 , x gpcoh 5 , xgpcoh6 , x gpcoh 7 .  xgpeohS . 
x gpcoh 9 . x gpcoh 10, x gpcoh l 1 , xgpeoh 12.x gpcoh 13, 141 , 142, 143, Imtd, I ndp 1 , 1 ndp2 , 

In dp 3. 1ndp4,  Imlndp.  Inti . 1nt2.  1nt3.  Int4,  1nt5,  (mint, or  gef f 1 , or gef f  2 . or gaff 3 , 
or gaff 4 .or gaff 5 , Imor gaf f .park  1  . par k2 , per k 3 . par k4 , 1 mper k , dav 1 . dev 2 , dev 3 , dev 4 , 
de v5 ,  Imdev .promo  1 .promo? . pr omo3 . pr  omo 4 .  1 mpromo .reel ,rec2,rec3,rec3,rec4,  Imrec, 
real  .re52.res3.ras4,  Imres, super  1  ,super2.super3.super4, super  5 , super  6 , super  7 . 
superS. super  9, ( m super . x super  1 ,xsuper2.utl .ut2.ut3.ut4.utS.  Imut . wcon 1 , 
vcon2 . wcon3 . wcon4 . I mwcon ,w1 Ifel .wl 1fe2.wl 1fe3,un1tl ,un1t2.unit3,Jobsatl , 
Jobsat2.Jobsat3.Jobsat4,xJobsatl,xgrpeffl.xgrpeff2.xgrpeff3.xgrpeff4,xgrpeff5, 
rank.boss.sex.race.ratlng.branch.base. x  Jobpos , xs 1 ie/ 
ach  TO  grpeff/ 

STATISTICS  1 
FINISH 
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ABSTRACT 

The  purpose  of  this  study  was  to  evaluate  from  the 
perspective  of  group  behavior  the  reorganization  of 
Strategic  Air  Comaand  (SAC)  Civil  Engineering  Operations 
Branches  into  Maintenance  work  groups.  The  study  had  three 
basic  objectives:  (1)  Evaluate  the  validity  and  the 
reliability  of  the  survey  instrument  used  in  the  study. 

(2)  Evaluate  the  usefulness  of  a  theoretical  group  behavior 
model  as  a  group  behavior  measurement  tool.  (3)  Compare  the 
job  related  attitudes,  group  characteristics,  group 
processes,  and  perceived  group  effectiveness  within  a 
reorganized  Operations  Branch  to  the  job  related  attitudes, 
group  characteristics,  group  processes,  and  perceived  group 
ef f ectiveness  within  a  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch. 

The  study  resulted  in  the  validation  of  the  survey 
instrument  and  verification  that  the  theoretical  group 
behavior  model  could  be  used  as  a  group  behavior  measurement 
tool  in  the  field. 

The  reorganized  Operations  Branch  was  perceived  by  the 
survey  respondents  to  be  more  effective  and  to  have  better 
supervision  than  the  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch. 

No  significant  differences  in  job  related  attitudes,  group 
cohesion,  roles,  communication,  decision  making,  or  unit 
development  were  found  between  the  reorganized  Operations 
Branch  and  the  non-reorganized  Operations  Branch. 
Recommendations  made  as  a  result  of  these  findings  include: 
conduct  a  longitudinal  study  with  additional  bases  and 
collect  specific  production  measures  so  that  the  survey 
results  may  be  compared  and  verified  using  common  production 
measures. 

This  study  did  establish  a  foundation  on  which  an 
accurate  assessment  of  change  in  organizational  processes 
can  be  made.  The  validation  of  the  survey  instrument  and 
group  behavior  model  provides  that  foundation. 
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